MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE MEETING

JANUARY 12, 1999

1.
Call to Order: The meeting was called to order by President Patricia T.
Smart at 2:36 p.m.
2.
Approval of Minutes:
approved as corrected.

The Minutes dated December 8, 1998 were

3.
"Free Speech"
Noting that the salary data for the year was received
by faculty last week, John Huffman, Professor of Chemistry, shared information that
certain items regarding salary increases might result in the filing of Grievances. On
behalf of those faculty members, he contacted Ben Anderson and found that that statute
of limitation has run out; the timeframe started when we received notification of our

salaries. Dr. Huffman asked how were faculty supposed to know that raises were
significantly less and the General Counsel's response was that faculty can get the
information from Columbia which Dr. Huffman found unsatisfactory. Discussion
following during which Dr. Huffman suggested that next year's salary data be made
available within thirty (30) days after salary letters are forwarded to faculty so that salary
inequities can be resolved within the timeframe of the University system. Senator Robert
Campbell suggested that a proposition be made to stay within the standard timeframe of
Grievances and have Institutional Research get reports out with quality data within 30
days or extend window contingent on availability of salary data.

Senator Campbell moved to suspend Robert's Rules of Order to put New
Business before Committee Reports. Vote to suspend rules was taken and passed with
required two-thirds vote.
4.

New Business:

a.
Grievance Board Elections - Ballots were distributed to Senators and
nominations from the floor were received. Senator JoAnne Deeken moved that Item A

under New Business be addressed following the consideration of other New Business
items. Motion was seconded. Vote to move New Business items was taken and failed.
Motion to close nominations to the Grievance Board was made and seconded. Vote to

close nominations was taken and passed. Nominations were closed and elections were
held by secret ballot and ballots were collected.

b.
Secretary and Senator Elizabeth Dale made a motion to look temporarily
at the three resolutions under New Business together and asked permission to address the
resolutions together. Motion was seconded. Vote was taken and passed (Attachment A).
Senator Dale then proceeded to express her concerns regarding the presentation, delivery
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content, and process of the resolutions. Following discussion, Senator Deeken, as
Parliamentarian, stated that the Senate had options: to continue consideration of
resolutions as a group and vote them up or down; table all resolutions; or separate and
consider individually. Senator Huffman moved to establish an ad hoc committee of three
to revise and resubmit the resolutions; motion was seconded. More discussion followed

during which Senator Hare noted that the "Professor in Charge Scheme" Resolution was
different from the others and recommended two committees. More discussion followed

during which it was decided that two ad hoc committees will be appointed to consider
these three resolutions. Deliberation shall include, but not be limited to, consultants with

appropriate academic and non-academic administrators. One committee will consider the
resolutions on the reduction of administrators and the compensation of administrators.
The second committee will consider the resolution regarding professors-in-charge.
Senator Deeken then moved to table the vote of the three resolutions pending the results
of the ad hoc committees; motion was seconded. Resolutions were withdrawn by Senator
Campbell.
c.

Senator Huffman withdrew the Faculty Manual Change, Modifying

Administrator Evaluation Particulars (Attachment B).

d.

Senator Huffman submitted and moved for approval the Faculty Manual

Change, Role of Student Teaching Evaluations in Personnel Matters (Attachment C).
Following much discussion during which friendly amendments were offered and
concerns raised, Senator Deeken moved to return proposed change including accepted
amendments to Policy Committee; motion was seconded. Vote to return was taken and

passed. Senator Huffman asked that other concerns be forwarded to him within the next
week.

e.

Professor Francis A. McGuire raised concerns regarding comparative

salary data. General discussion followed during which it was noted that some faculty had
not received teaching evaluation forms and no one seems to know where they are. It was
suggested that faculty, through Lead Senators, check to be sure evaluation forms are
received; that they are not merged; and to notice how they are written.
5.

Committee Reports:

a.

Senate Committees:

1)
Welfare - Senator John Leininger, Chair, stated that issues addressed by this
Committee include mandate regarding students dropping classes and compensation for 9month faculty not on payroll but performing duties during summer.
2)
Scholastic Policies - Chair Fred Switzer noted that this Committee had met with
Linda Nilson, Director of the Office of Teaching Effectiveness and Innovation, about
evaluation forms; will work on ways to educate students of the importance of their
evaluation of faculty and education of faculty and administrators regarding valid and

invalid ratings. The objective of this work is to try to produce some kind of prototype for
Faculty Senate feedback.
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3)
Finance - Senator and Chair John Warner informed the Senate that he and
President Smart met with Jeff Martin, Neil Cameron, and Mr. Richardson to discuss costs

of the Madren Center. The Conference Center and the Martin Inn are both doing well.
The golfcourse is breaking even at this point. Mr. Richardson will offer advice to
improve extra revenue. This Committee continues work on a survey instrument
regarding out-of-pocket spending by faculty.
Policy -John Huffman, Chair, stated that the issues being addressed by the Policy
Committee include: evaluation schedule of department chairs; the Undergraduate and
Graduate Councils; dual employment; and research issues.
Research - Senator and Chair Kerry Brooks announced that Y. T. Shah, Chief Research
Officer, has included the Chair of the Faculty Senate Research Committee on the
University Research Council.
b.

University Commissions and Committees

6.

President's Report: President Smart:
reminded the Senators to become familiar with process to elect
Faculty Senate Officers which is contained in Agenda Packet.
reminded Lead Senators to seek departmental definitions of "public
service" and forward to Vice President/President-Elect Horace Skipper.

noted receipt of approval by Provost of three out four resolutions passed
by the Faculty Senate in December (no formal word on the fourth at this time).
invited Senator Deeken to the stage to receive Faculty Senate Resolution
FS99-1 P, Resolution to Honor Senator Deeken, which was passed unanimously by the
Senate and read aloud to her by Cathy Toth Sturkie.
7.

Old Business (None)

8. Adjournment:

The Faculty Senate/Hefting yyas^ adjourned by President

Smart at 4:47 p.m.
/

', Secretary

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Administrative Assistant

Absent: J. Christenbury, D. Allison (A. Grubb for), C. Voelker, F. Eubanks (L. Rollin
for), M. Ellison (G. Lickfield for), R. Singh, S. Oldaker
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A RESOLUTION ON REDUCING AND IMPROVING THE ADMINISTRATION OF
CLEMSON UNIVERSITY
Revised 12/30/98

WHEREAS Clemson University exists to provide instruction, research, and public service, not to
guarantee comfortable employment for managers;
WHEREAS Clemson University cannot reasonably anticipate substantial increases in State
funding;
WHEREAS Clemson University is now failing to maintain its academic operations and must
spend substantially more on them to restore them to health;
WHEREAS restoring the Library alone to an adequate standard of performance will cost an
additional $5 million per year;
WHEREAS Clemson University doubled its administration between 1985 and 1992, while the
number of full-time faculty remained constant during this period and student enrollment
increased about 40%;

WHEREAS no coherent functional rationale has ever been given for this massive administrative
expansion, for the fundamental reordering of the University's priorities that it implied, or for the
permanent diversion of resources from instruction, research, and public service to administration
that it brought about;
WHEREAS a 40% increase in the number of administrators over the 1985 level (which was

approximately 190) would be sufficient to accommodate increases in enrollment, assuming that
even this degree of expansion was necessary;
WHEREAS Clemson University has resisted downsizing its administration even in the face of
severe financial constraints, perpetuating the consequences of past expansion and burdening the
University with approximately 380 administrators in Academics, Extension, and the Central
Administration (since there are around 950 full-time faculty, this means that there is 1
administrator for every 2.5 full-time faculty members);

WHEREAS the direct cost of keeping 100 unnecessary administrators at Clemson is upwards of
$6 million a year in salary and benefits-money that could be going to restore the Library and to
begin to address other vital academic priorities;
WHEREAS unremitting efforts to preserve a bloated administration, regardless of the harm it
does to the University's ability to carry out its mission, convey an unmistakable message to the
State Legislature, the media, and the public that Clemson University is not ready to be
accountable;
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BEITRESOLVED that Clemson University properly reorganize its administration by making a

permanent net reduction of 100 administrative positions in Academics, Extension, and the
Central Administration (this would be a 26% reduction in administrative positions from the
current level);

BE ITFURTHER RESOLVED that a list of the current administrative positions in Academics,
Extension, and the Central Administration be compiled by the Budget Accountability
Committee, using its standard job categories;

BE ITFURTHER RESOLVED that President Curris appoint a special Commission, consisting

of3faculty representatives (chosen with the advice ofthe Faculty Senate), 1administration
representative, and 1staff representative (chosen with the advice of the Classified Staff
Commission), with the charge ofidentifying the specific administrative positions to be cut from
this list;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thatthisCommission produce, by January 1, 2000, a public

report specifying each of the 100 administrative positions to be cut and the functional reasons for
cutting them;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thatthis list be submitted to the President of the University, who
will comment on it and transmit it to the Board of Trustees for action;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the cuts are approved by the Board, all of the positions to
be eliminated will be terminated no later than January 1, 2001;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thatno non-managerial staffpositions be proposed for cutting

except as necessitated by the closure or consolidation ofadministrative units, and that no
numerical targets be set for reductions in staff positions;
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that no more than 5 academic Department Chair positions be
included in the 100administrative positions to be cut, and that no replacement of Department

Chairs with "chairs of faculty" or "professors in charge" be recommended;
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thatthe Dean positions for the Colleges of AFLS, AAH, BPA,
E&S, and HEHD not be included in the list of 100 to be cut;
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, after the Board has acted, no new administrative positions

be created in Academics, Extension, or the Central Administration between January 1, 2001, and

January 1, 2011, without at least an offsetting reduction in existing administrative positions;
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that after administrative positions are permanently reduced in

number by 100, increases in base salary for administrators in a given academic year shall
henceforth be allowed to attainthe same average percentage of base salary as increases in base
salary for faculty members.
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A RESOLUTION ON FAIR AND HONEST COMPENSATION FOR FORMER
ADMINISTRATORS
12/30/98

WHEREAS it has long been the practice at Clemson University to compensate employees who
leave an administrative position for another aclministrative position of lesser responsibility, or
who return to the Faculty, as though they still occupy their former administrative position;
WHEREAS those former administrators who return to the Faculty are often exempted from
carrying a full workload of teaching, research, and public service;
WHEREAS such practices stem from the mentahty that administrators belong to a superior order
of society, entitled to tenure (in their salaries rather than in their positions) and insulated from
most demands for accountability;

WHEREAS such practices powerfully confirm the widespread impression that Clemson
University exists, not to provide instruction, research, and public service, but to guarantee
comfortable employment for administrators, and that Clemson University is failing to expend the
tax dollars that have been entrusted to it in a wise and judicious manner;
WHEREAS fair and honest compensation must always be commensurate with the duties of the
position that the employee now occupies, even when this principle entails substantial reductions
in salary
WHEREAS recent efforts to normalize the supplements given to Department Chairs, and to

require Department Chairs, as well as some academic administrators at other levels, to give up
supplements or take other modest pay cuts on returning to regular faculty work, still fall short of
fair and honest compensation;

BE IT RESOLVED that any Clemson University employee who leaves an administrative

position for any reason shall, if hired to another administrative or staff position, be paid a salary
truly commensurate with the responsibilities of the new position, instead of retaining the salary
for the old position;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that (except in those cases where past "sweetheart deals" have
been recorded in legally binding contracts that explicitly forbid cutting the employee's base

salary) every administrator with a faculty title who returns to the faculty must be paid a faculty
salary for doing faculty work;
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that new administrators who would normally be offered tenured

faculty titles henceforward be given a choice of two alternatives:

1. a tenured faculty title will accompany the position, but on the condition that leaving or losing
the administrative position and taking the faculty position entails a base salary commensurate
with the faculty position, not the administrative position (new Department Chairs will be offered
only this first option);
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2 no tenured faculty title will be attached to the position, but the administrator will be signed to
atwo-year term contract that provides (in terms that must be fully disclosed to the University
community and the public at hiring time) for the University to pay abuyout should the
administrator lose the position before the contract has expired, except that the buyout clause will
not apply ifthe administrator is removed from the position because of gross incompetence,
criminal behavior, or moral turpitude;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that every administrator who returns to the faculty must carry a

full faculty workload by the standards of the receiving department, starting at the beginning of
the next regular semester after vacating the administrative position;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that any former administrator who returns to the faculty and is

not protected by old contract language that explicitly forbids pay cuts, must be paid abase salary
no greater than the average base salary of faculty members at the same rank in the same
department, plus 20%, and that this new base salary will take effect at the beginning of the next
regular semester after vacating the administrative position;
BE ITFURTHER RESOLVED that until June 30, 2009, this permissible maximum salary

computation for former administrators who return to the faculty shall exclude all professors at
the same rank in the same department who have formerly held administrative positions at

Clemson Umversity, since many ofthese individuals will still be drawing inflated base salaries
through old contracts that insulate them from pay cuts;

BE ITFURTHER RESOLVED that, when a former administrator has previously done faculty

work in the same department and would benefit from the adoption ofthis alternative definition,
the maximum base salary will be instead be set at the same individual's last base salary for doing
faculty work, plus 20%, again to take effect at the beginning ofthe next regular semester.
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A RESOLUTION ON THE "PROFESSOR IN CHARGE" SCHEME
12/30/98

WHEREAS Harold Cheatham, Dean of the College of Health and Human Development,
is planning to abolish the four Education departments and replace them with a single School of
75 or more faculty managed by a School Director, under whom 8 "professors in charge" will be
responsible for the various specialized areas within the School;
WHEREAS the "professor in charge" system places improper burdens on senior faculty
members, who will have to be compelled to assume managerial duties with no compensation
except a one-course teaching reduction;
WHEREAS all budgetary authority and all authority to evaluate Education faculty will
belong to the School Director;

WHEREAS the "professor in charge" system reinvents President Philip Prince's Fall
1994 project of abolishing all academic departments at Clemson, replacing Department Chairs
with powerless, uncompensated "chairs of faculty," and turning control of the faculty over to
School Directors;

WHEREAS the new School Director of Education position is a retitled Associate Dean
position, and Associate Deans are not normally allowed to make decisions independently of their
Deans;

WHEREAS concentrating budgetary authority and authority to evaluate faculty in the
hands of the School Director therefore amounts to direct management of all Education faculty by
the Dean of Health, Education, and Human Development;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate regards the "professor in charge" system as a
poor management model for Clemson University;
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate is concerned that the "professor

in charge" system will undermine the integrity of Clemson University's procedures for evaluating
faculty members, under which faculty members must first be evaluated by their peers in the
department and by their Department Chairs;
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the "professor in charge" scheme should be
promptly abandoned;

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that, if a reorganization of the Education
departments is deemed necessary, it be done by consolidating or realigning
Departments under the management of Department Chairs who have authority
over budgets and authority to evaluate faculty in their Departments.
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To:
Thru:

From:

Re:

November

Policy Committee Chair John w. Huffman

1998

ocx5

Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart x.

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant / A fAfah,

Modifying Administrator Evaluation Particulars

Now that academic affairs administrators (collegiate
deans and department chairs) may substitute their periodic
reappointment evaluations for the newly instituted system of
post-tenure review (see joint E-Mail communique from Provost
Rogers and President Smart dated 9/23/98, Section 5), it is
necessary to modify that portion of the Faculty Manual deal

ing with "Review of Academic Administrators" (Section L.,
pages 11-12) in order to reflect the additional documenta

tion required to bring the two systems into parallel rigor.
The following change is proposed in Section L. by in
serting a new paragraph at the top of page 12 outlining the
materials to be provided the reviewing committee by the ad
ministrator under review (new language underscored):
"As part of the review process department chairs

and collegiate deans will supply the reviewing commit

tee with the following materials:

a plan for personal

professional growth, a vision statement for the unit's

future. a Rinrnnary of activities and accomplishments
during any administrative/sabbatical leave since the
last review,

and a roster of six references outside the

unit upon whom the committee could call for profession
al perspective."

In this manner the body of material available in the

review of academic administrators would be comparable to the
information sought from faculty members in the post-tenure
review process.

c.c:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers
Adminstrative Intern Doris R.

Helms

Policy Committee Members Jim Acton, Eleanor Hare, and
Matt Saltzman

Mesdames Brenda J. SmifcaSS&Rd Cathy T. Sturkie
withdrawn 1-12-99
VICE

PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC

AFFAIRS

206 Sikes Hall Box 345101 Clemson, SC 29634-5101
864.656.3243

FAX 864.656.0851

&

PROVOST
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CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

APPROVED by the Policy Committee on December 15, 1998
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To:
Thru:

December 1998

Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman

0^

Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart;

From:
Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant
Re:
Role of Student Teaching Evaluations in Personnel
Matters

Student evaluation of teaching has been an integral but
voluntary feature of the instructional environment at Clem

son University (see page 72 of the August 1998 Faculty Man
ual) . The discretionary use of the University or depart
mental forms for the evaluation of teaching by instructors
is no longer an option. Actions by the General Assembly and
the Commission on Higher Education now mandate that stand
ardized student evaluations of teaching be an integral com
ponent of Personnel and Post-Tenure Review policies (see
subpoint 8. a. of "Best Practices for a Performance Review
System for Faculty" which requires "Annually, instruction
and course evaluation forms completed anonymously by stu
dents through a standardized institutional process and sub
mitted for each course (not section) taught" and page 29,
point 4. b) of the 1998 Faculty Manual which requires a sum
mary of five years of teaching evaluations including student
evaluations for post-tenure review).

Thus, it becomes necessary to modify the language in
Section 8. "Evaluation of Teaching by Students" (page 72)
with the following new practices (new language underscored;
[deleted language bracketed]) and entirely new second and
third paragraphs:
The University provides a standard form that meets
the minimum requirement of Best Practices for student
evaluation of teaching faculty.
This form must be ap
proved by the Scholastic Policies Committee and the
Faculty Senate.
Individual departments may develop

£their own formsJ questions supplemental to the Univer
sity's minimum standard form or employ a comprehensive
supplemental form such as the extended "Red form." but

the standard form is required.

These forms fare usual

ly J will be distributed near the end of the semester.

The instructor £should! will announce to the students
that completed forms will not be examined until course

grades have been submitted.

It is £recommended! re

quired that instructors leave the room while forms are

being completed by students.

A student proctor will

conduct the evaluation.

VICE

PRESIDENT

FOR

ACADEMIC

206 Sikes Hall Box 345101
864.656.3243

AFFAIRS

Clemson, SC 29634-5101

FAX 864.656.0851
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MINUTES

FACULTY SENATE MEETING

FEBRUARY 9, 1999

1.
2:38 p.m.

Call to Order: The meeting was called to order by President Patricia T. Smart at

2.
Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated January 12, 1999 were
approved as distributed; the General Faculty and Staff Minutes of December 17, 1998, as
distributed.

3.
Slate of Officers
The Slate of Officers was presented by President Smart on
behalf of the Advisory Committee and each candidate offered a personal statement.
Vice President/President-Elect:

John Bednar and Fred Switzer

Secretary:

Elizabeth Dale and Vic Shelburne

Personal statements were interrupted by a motion to go into Executive Session by
Senator Huffman which was seconded. Vote was taken and passed. Executive Session began at

2:42 p.m. Motion was made by Senator Dale to go out of Executive Session which was
seconded. Vote was taken and passed. Executive Session ended at 2:50 p.m.
4.
"Free Speech" Matt Dunbar and James Wyche, Student Body representatives,
asked the Faculty Senate to join efforts on behalf of the Student Body to develop an academic
integrity statement and asked that three or four Faculty Senators work with these students. Sense
of the Senate was taken to endorse this statement development and passed unanimously.
5.

Committee Reports:
a.

Senate Committees:

Welfare - John Leininger, Chair, noted that information regarding

compensation during the summer will be included in the Finance Committee Survey on out-ofpocket spending; that contacts have been made with other public institutions regarding discount
green fees for faculty at campus golf courses; and that Senators will receive Survey information
via e-mail for commentary. It was decided that the Welfare Committee will talk with Neil
Cameron about discount golf fees for faculty (to include adjunct faculty) and then make further
determinations.

Scholastic Policies - Chair Fred Switzer stated that a report regarding the

student evaluations for teaching process will be submitted at the next Senate meeting.
Discussion with Linda Nilson and Matt Dunbar continue. Discussion among Senators was held.

i
.

>



Finance - Chair John Warner submitted a memorandum regarding the
Upcoming "Out-of-Pocket Support" Survey (Attachment A). Senator Kinly Sturkie briefly
described Draft Survey and asked Senators to provide commentary to him before it is distributed
to all Faculty.

Policy -John Huffman, Chair, stated that this Committee met on January

19th with the Provost and discussed the evaluation of administrators which may be brought to the
Senate next month. This Committee also discussed committee restructuring and research faculty

ranks. The next meeting will be at 3:30 p.m. in LL2 of the Cooper Library on February 16,
1999.

Research - Chair Kerry Brooks submitted Committee Report (Attachment
B) and informed the Senate that Ed Page visited with this Committee which was also joined by

members of the Intellectual Property Committee. The next meeting will be on February 18th at
4:00 p.m. in 313 Lee Hall.
b.

University Commissions and Committees

1)
Faculty Senate Select Committee to Study Promotion and Tenure Senator Dale submitted report (Attachment C) and moved to postpone discussion until the March
Senate meeting so that Senators would have time to read and consider prior to action in April.

2)
Faculty Representative to the Board of Trustees - Professor Francis A.
McGuire submitted and briefly explained a report consisting of action items taken by the Board
at its January meeting (Attachment D). Dr. McGuire noted that he clearly perceived that the
Board is interested in the Faculty at Clemson University. Dr. McGuire asked that when Senators
hear people say "the Board makes us do this" to let him know so that he may find out any
specifics. Senator Leininger expressed his ability to see the bigger University picture by
attending the Board meeting and encouraged other Senators to do so. Dr. McGuire reminded and
urged Faculty Senate Board Committee representatives to attend Committee and Board meetings.
6.

President's Report President Smart submitted the following report:
a.
New Grievance Board members elected by the Senate: Sandy Edge
(BPA), Kathy Neal Headley (HEHD), Beth Kunkel (AFLS), Marsha McCurley (Library), Matt
Saltzman (E&S). Kerry Brooks was appointed Chair by the Advisory Committee.
b.
President Smart, Vice President Horace Skipper, and Dr. McGuire met
with Les McCraw, Member of the Board of Trustees and Chair of the Educational Policies

Committee, to share concerns of faculty received during visits with Faculty during departmental
meetings. President Smart urged Senators to have departments schedule visits.
c.

Informed the Senate that she had asked Robert Campbell to step down as

Chair of the Budget Accountability Committee because of concerns brought to her. Jim Davis
will act as temporary chair. Discussion held. Senator Huffman made a motion to reinstate
Robert Campbell as Chair of the Budget Accountability Committee which was seconded. After
much discussion, vote was taken and failed.

A

7.

Old Business

a.

Senator Huffman submitted the Faculty Manual modification, Role of

Student Teaching Evaluations in Personnel Matters. Following discussion during which friendly
amendments were offered and accepted, vote to accept amended modification was taken and
passed unanimously (Attachment E).
8.

New Business

a.

Senator Dale submitted for adoption a Resolution on Academic Integrity

endorsed by the Executive/Advisory Committee. Discussion was held. During discussion, the
Provost stated that the University process may continue as soon as the pending lawsuit is
determined. Friendly amendments offered by Senators Huffman and Tyler were accepted. Vote
was taken to accept amended resolution and passed (FS99-2-1 P) (Attachment F).
b.
Senator Ted Taylor, Faculty Representative to the Parking Advisory
Committee, announced that one hundred (100) spaces will be removed from the parking lot

behind the P&AS Building.
9.
4:50 p.m.

j

Adjournment: The Faculty Senate Meeting was adjourned by President Smart at

U

Cathy Totn Sturkie, Administrative Assistant

Absent: E. Richardson, J. Christenbury, D. Allison, C. Voelker (A. Grubb for), M. Bridgwood,
S. Saha, S. Anand, R. Singh, B. Naff
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Memorandum

To:

Members of the Faculty Senate

From:

Kinly Sturkie, Faculty Senate Finance Committee

Re:

Upcoming "Out-of-Pocket Support" Survey

Date:

February 9, 1999

The Finance Committee of the Faculty Senate is interested in determining the kinds of out-of-pocket costs
faculty members incur in support of their respective University, College, and Departmental missions. We
also wish to determine—as accurately as possible—the actual dollar amounts associated with each of these
unreimbursed and non-subsidized expenses.
We are requesting that you participate in a pilot survey which will help us to develop an appropriate
instrument that will ultimately be distributed to all Clemson faculty. Clemson faculty have many diverse
responsibilities in a number of work areas. Please list below the kinds of activities for which you provide

full or partial financial support in the areas of teaching, scholarship and research, public service, and
professional development. We are also interested in learning about your contributions of time when you
are not formally on the University payroll. Finally, we assume that there are also other categories of
financial support which we have not considered or included, and we would greatly appreciate it if you
would list these as well.

•

Please do NOT include activities that are paid for by grants or through other special funding
sources, except to the degree that you subsidize these funding sources.

•

Please do NOT include activities which occur primarily for convenience (for example, maintaining
a "home office" or a Web connection) which would be typically provided for you in your usual
work site.

•

Please do NOT include consulting activities, even if these activities are listed on the FacultyActivity System for the purposes of your annual evaluation.

•

Please do NOT include activities and contributions (e.g., a gift to University Annual fund) for
which you normally receive formal recognition and credit.

At this stage in the instrument's development, you need not include the dollar amounts associated with
each activity. Currently, we are simply trying to determine what the activities are. Please feel to write on
the back of the survey if you do not have enough space.
Please forward your completed instrument to: Kinly Sturkie, Sociology, 130-D Brackett Hall. You may
also e-mail your suggestions, additions, and corrections to: dkstr@clemson.edu.
The anonymity of your responses will be preserved. Thank you for your participation.

H
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1

Faculty Senate Finance Committee

I

Faculty "Out-of-Pocket" Expense Survey
Draft 1

We have listed a number of activities for which faculty provide full or partial financial support. We are
requesting that you supplement these lists in the areas of teaching, scholarship and research, public
service, and professional development.
I.

Teaching.

A. Instructional materials and aids, (e.g., video tapes, the costs of processing slides).
1.

2.
3.
4. .

B. Other instructional activities that incur costs (pleaselist).
1.
2.

.

3.
4.

II.

Scholarship and Research

A. Equipment.

1. Computer hardware and software (please list).
a.

b.

2.

Laboratory equipment (please list).
a.

b.
c.

r
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3. Other equipment and materials (please list).
a.

b.
c.

B. Publications.

1. Books, journals, periodicals, and reprints.
a.

b.
c.

2.

Data bases and sources.
a.

b.
c.

C. Travel Expenses (e.g., to collections; to data collection sites; to present research; to participate
in grant development meetings; to meet with other prospective funding sources).
Other travel expenses (please list).
1.
2.
3.
4.

III.

Service (e.g. advisement of student organizations and clubs; travel and preparation costs for
presentations to community groups; costs related to memberships on boards).
A. University service activities (please list).
1.

3.
4.

\

I

-,

I

.
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B. Community serviceactivities (please list).
1.

1

2.
3.

I

t

4.

IV.

__

Professional Development Costs (e.g. memberships in professional associations; licensure fees;
continuing education).
A..
B.
C.
D.

V.

Please note University-related activities in which you contribute your time during periods when
you are not formally on the university payroll. For example, these might include the non-paid
teaching, scholarship, and service activities in which a nine-month faculty person engages during
the summer months (e.g. participation on University committees like the Grievance Board;
maintenance of equipment; work on Graduate Committees such as reading dissertation proposals
and participation in dissertation defenses; data collection activities).
A.

B.
C.
D.

VI.

Please use this additional space to note any other activities and areas that should be considered in
the instrument development process.

Thank you for your participation.
4
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Faculty Senate Research Committee 1998-1999
Report #5: For the January 19,1999 Meeting
Committee Members in Attendance: K. Brooks (chair), S. Anand, M. Ellison, Ted Taylor, C. Voelker
Also in attendance were members ofthe Senate Select Committee on IntellectualProperty.
We have selected 4PM on the third Tuesday as our meeting time for the remainder of the academic year.
Our nextmeeting is on February 18, 1999. We meet in room 313, LeeHall.

The agenda for the meeting was:

1) Presentation by Dr. Ed Page, Clemson Technology Transfer Officer, onthe Clemson
Technology Transfer Process.

Discussion, Actions and Recommendations, by Item Number.

1) We devoted ourentire meeting to this topic. Dr. Page presented a very thorough overview ofthe
process, and provided the committee with much to discuss regarding these issues. This meeting also
fostered mutual awareness onthe parts oftheResearch Committee andthe Select Committee.

2) Wealso received a suggestion regarding Institute salaries from Dr. R. Campbell. Wewill place it onthe
agenda for the February meeting.
3) We adjourned at 5:30 PM.
Prepared byK. Brooks, 26 January 1999.

b

Attachment C (1 of 20)

1
Report of the Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee
on Promotion and Tenure

Introduction

This committee was constituted by Patricia Smart, President of the Faculty Senate in the
Fall of 1998. Its purpose was to evaluate that part of the Singh Report pertaining the
promotion and tenure, and to determine whether the recommendations of the Singh
Report adequately dealt with problems of promotion and tenure.
Based on its review of that Report, and conversations with various people (including the
Provost and the Ombudsman for the University), the Ad Hoc Committee does not
recommend the Senate adopt the recommendations of the Singh Report in its entirety.
Rather, we recommend certain parts of the Report be adopted, and we identify other
issues that the Senate needs to address.

In addition, the Ad Hoc Committee asks that the Faculty Senate review this Report and
make recommendations as to further action. (A copy of the Singh Committee Report as
attached to this document as an appendix.)
Background

In the Spring of 1996, a University-wide committee was created in response to a proposal
relating to faculty review generated by the Provost's Office, and to the requirements for
faculty review imposed on Clemson by the CHE's Performance Indicators. This
committee, hereinafter referred to as the Singh Committee, produced a report in
December 1997 relating to periodic review of both tenured and untenured faculty.

In the Spring of 1998, responding to the timetable of the Performance Indicator's
implementation plan, the Policy Committee of the Faculty Senate reviewed that portion
of the SinghReport whichrelated to post tenure review. The Policy Committee then

produced a post tenure review procedure that the Faculty Senate adopted at the end of
spring semester 1998, and is now in place in the Faculty Manual.
In orderto expeditiously deal with post tenure review, the PolicyCommittee did not
consider that portion of the Singh Report that made recommendations relating to tenure

and promotion review and procedures. In the Fall of 1998, anAd Hoc Committee of the
Faculty Senate was created to look into the Singh Report's recommendations with respect
to tenure and promotion. The Ad Hoc Committee was charged with determining if the
Singh Report's recommendations with respect to those procedures should be

implemented, and whether other problems in tenure and promotion might be identified
which would require additional recommendations.

A

The Ad Hoc Committee met as a committee to discuss the Singh Report and tenure and

promotion more generally. In addition, the Ad Hoc Committee met with the Provost and
his Intern in order to get their sense of issues relating to promotion and tenure. Parts of
the Committee met with the Ombudsman of the University, in order to ascertain his sense
of the promotion and tenure process. Finally, the promotion and tenure policies of peer
institutions were reviewed, as were the AAUP guidelines.
This report follows.
Summary

The Ad Hoc Committee's investigation identified two key areas of concern with respect
to promotion and tenure:
1. Procedural. This relates to the need to have a coherent, universally agreed upon, and
consistent set of dates for the various stages of promotion and tenure. With respect to

this point, it was urged that the dates permit a prompt final decision on promotion or
tenure, which would be in line with other institutions and which would permit
individuals who were denied promotion and tenure to either grieve or seek new
employment, as need be, promptly.

The Singh Report contains a recommended schedule for promotion and tenure
decisions, a summary of which is set out below.
The Ad Hoc Committee recommends that such a schedule be adopted, and
endorses the dates set down in the Singh Committee Report

2. Substantive. This area is more difficult to pin down. There is, it appears, a problem
that candidates are held to different standards at the different stages of review of thenapplication for promotion and tenure. There does not seem to be a consistent pattern
across the University, and it may be confined to certain colleges.
This problem is manifest in several different ways. A candidate may be approved for
promotion and tenure at the department level by the appropriate committee and then
approved by the department chair, only to be turned down by the Dean or the Provost.
In that circumstance, the bar was set higher outside the Department.
In another case, a candidate might have received Very Good or Excellent Form 3s,
only to be faced with a new department chair the year he or she went up for
promotion and tenure, and told that he or she did not meet the standards the new chair
set. Here, the standard that had been applied to judge the candidate's work was
changed with a change in chair.
There are no simple solutions to the substantive problem. We outline several
alternatives, based on our review of the practices at our peer institutions.
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We recommend that the Senate devote a part of one session to debating these

proposals, and invite input from both the faculty at large and the administration
before coming to any definitive conclusion.
Schedule

The SinghReport recommended the following schedule for all review processes,

including post tenure review, tenure and promotion review, and promotion review.*
We endorse this schedule.

At the same time, we are not sure that such a schedule should be set in stone in the

Faculty Manual, since such a result would make it difficult to modifyto respond to

changing circumstances. We therefore recommend thatthe schedule bejointlyadopted by
agreement of the Provost's Office and the Faculty Senate and published every year, at the
start of Fall Semester by the Provost's Office. In addition, we recommend that the
Faculty Manual be modified to provide that any future changes in the schedule be
implemented with the agreement of the Senate and the Provost's Office.
Schedule (based on Singh Report):
Stage:

Date:

Department Review Committee Reportto Chair

December 1

(copy to person under review on December 1)

ChairReport to Dean
December 15
(copyto person under review five days prior to submission to Dean)
Dean Report to Provost
February 15
(copy to person under review on February 15)

Finaldecision by President

April 30

(notice sent to person under review on April 30)
Substantive Issues:

There were three substantive problems with tenure and promotion identified in
discussions: lack of clear standards at the department level; different standards imposed

bydifferent levels of review (i.e., Deans who have more expectations than departments);
changing standards as a result of changes in administrators or chairs.
1. Lack of clear standards within departments:

Problem: There is some sense of anxiety on the part of some candidates for promotion or
tenure who feel that they are not given a clear indication of what is expectedfrom them.

*At times, the Singh Report is not entirely clearabout what the schedule is, and
sometimes seems to contain inconsistent dates. We have tried to make the schedule set
out below consistent with the intent of the Singh Committee Report.

There seem to have been some cases where unsuccessful candidates claimed that they

were not tenured or promoted because they received mixed or poor signals about
expectations.
There seem to be two causes of this problem. First, at times the Form 3 reports send one
message to the candidate, while promotion and tenure committees send another. Second,
some departments seem to have vague standards, or to change standards.

Response: After discussing this issue, and attempting to determine a way to avoid it, the
committee concluded these problems could not be addressed at the University level.

Different departments and different disciplines inevitably have different requirements for
tenure and promotion. And while these may seem unfair, it seems unlikely that any
consensus could be established to set University wide standards across disciplines.
Proposals: The Ad Hoc Committee considered, but ultimately rejected, certain
possibilities, most of them tending to relate to the promotion of untenured faculty to
tenure and Associate Professorships (that is, these proposals fit poorly in the situation of
people being considered for promotion to full professor). We offer these proposals to the
Senate for further consideration.

1. The Committee entertained the possibility of recommending a Manual change, which
would require a more stringent third or fourth year review of tenure track candidates.
The theory was that this would at least provide the candidates with an early warning.
Discussion revealed two problems: First, since there is a wide-variety in department
review processes, it was impossible for the Committee to come up with a sample
"stringent" review; one department's stringent third year review was another
department's annual review.

Second, the Committee could not agree on what sort of end product a more stringent
review would entail. Some members of the Committee opposed requiring a third or
fourth year letter that said "If you proceed at this pace, you will be tenured." Or 'If
you continue at this rate you will not be tenured." The argument was that such an
indication decreased department flexibility, and also sent the undesirable message to
the candidate that he or she only had to do certain things, and no more.
At least one member of the Committee feels that some sort of heightened review at
the third or fourth year should be required, and that departments should be expected
to provide an indication of tenurability to the candidate as a result of this review.

2. One member of the Committee floated the possibility of multiple year contracts for
tenure track faculty. Here, the theory was that contract renewal would provide an
opportunity for heightened evaluation of the faculty member, and might permit earlier
and clearer decisions on retention. Although several of our peer institutions work
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under such a system,* apparently for precisely that reason, the rest of the Committee
was not receptive to the suggestion. Nor were administrators terribly enthusiastic.
3. Another member recommended an internal department mentoring system for tenure
track faculty. Here, while the Committee did not reject the idea out of hand, there
was some concern that the wrong mentor could seriously mislead a junior faculty
member.

4. Nor was the Ad Hoc Committee willing to endorse the idea that tenure track
candidates be told precisely what standards they would be held to when they were
hired. Members of the Committee expressed concern that candidates would tailor
their work narrowly to what they had been told to do, which would limit their
professional development. The Committee was also worried that clear-cut standards
would undermine department flexibility.

With respect to the problems of the conflict between standards for Form 3 evaluation and
the standards for promotion and tenure, the Ad Hoc Committee recognized that the two
documents assess different things and need not be consistent. That having been said, the
Ad Hoc Committee expressed concern about confusion generated by multiple reviews.
(See also the further discussion of this issue, below under point 3.)
2.

Different standards at different levels:

Problem: The Ad Hoc Committee was concerned by suggestions that candidates for

promotion and tenure were held to different standards at different stages of the process.
Such a case arises, for example, when a dean reverses the decision by the department
committee and chair, either to turn a person down or approve a person for promotion and
tenure that had been turned down at the department level. Our investigation suggests that
this sort of situation has arisen.

Response: The Ad Hoc Committee condemns this result as unfair to the candidate and to

the department. Determinations that reverse the decision at the department level are
decisions that deny the expertise of the members of the department, and deny the
legitimacy of the criteria that the department has set.

In the particular Clemson context, there is an additional problem with this result. Given
the nature of the various colleges, often the Dean of a particular college has very little in
common with many of the faculty in the college. In the College of AAH, for example,
the current Dean is an architect and is not necessarily up on the scholarly standards of

disciplines in the Humanities. The same problem exists in other Colleges. (It also, of
"For example, Virginia Tech hires assistant professors on an initial contract of two years,
and "multiple-year" reappointments may be subsequently recommended." Virginia Tech
Faculty Handbook sec 2.8. Michigan State's manual provides that untenured faculty will
typically have two probationary periods, though some faculty members may be tenured
afterone such period. The first period is for four years, the second for three. MSU
Faculty Handbook, section TV.

.

.
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course, exists in the same way at the higher levels of review by the Provost and
President.) In light of the peculiar college arrangements at Clemson, there are serious
problems with having department determinations reversed by deans.

The Committee recognized that there are some reasons for this sort of result. Chief
among these may be the desire to make promotion and tenure standards equable
throughout a college. In some colleges, there is the perception that some departments are
more inclined to promote or tenure than other departments, and the presumption is that
this reflects lower standards on the part of the "easier" departments. While we agree that
this poses a problem, we do not believe that the proper way to deal with it is during
particular tenure and promotion decisions.
Proposals: We considered several possible ways to deal with the problem of different
standards at different levels of review:

1. The Faculty Manual could be amended to state, clearly, that the same standards must
be applied at all levels of review, so that a dean or provost could not hold a candidate
to a different level of performance.

2. The Faculty Manual could be amended to provide that when a dean, provost, or

president wants to reverse the decision of the department, he or she must first contact
the Department and either meet with the promotion and tenure committee and
department chair, or meet with a designated agent of the Department and Chair to
discuss the candidate. At this session, the department could explain why it ruled the
way it did, and attempt to convince the dean, provost or president to reconsider any
contrary determination. The Dean or Provost would continue to have the power to
reverse the decision of the Department, but only after such consultation.
3. In the alternative, the Faculty Manual could be amended to provide that each college
would set up a tenure and promotion committee, composed of members from each
department. That committee could review tenure and promotion recommendations,
and advise the dean on decisions. This would assure more uniform standards within a

College, it would also mean that the various disciplines within the College would
have input. (This is the practice at Michigan State University and the College of
Engineering and Sciences at Clemson.)
Although one member of the Committee expressed some reservations, feeling that
the proposal might prevent Deans from trying to raise department standards, the

rest of the Committee felt that the first of these alternatives should be implemented.*
The others are offered as proposals for further debate.

"One possibility, which would avoid the concerns that Deans should be allowed to raise
standards is that Deans and Departments should be required to discuss department
standards for promotion on a regular - five year, for example - cycle. Thus, standards
could be changed, but the problem that concerned the Committee, standards that change
and catch a candidate by surprise, would be avoided.
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3. Changing Standards
Problem: This is a problem with two parts. First: The problem exists generally when
the Department's standards for promotion and tenure change during the period when a
faculty member is awaiting promotion and tenure. It can occur either because the
promotion and tenure committee changes its standards, or, more typically, when the
chair's standards change (or appear to change) because the chair has changed. Second:
The problem may arise, in the context of a chair change, because the chair's standard for
promotion and tenure have changed, or (more typically) when the chair's standards for
Form 3 evaluations have changed.
Response: The problem of shifting standards generally is one that needs to be addressed,
particularly in this period of musical department chairs. Faculty who have relied, for
several years, on indications that their work was satisfactory, cannot be held to new
standards under a new chair.

This second part of the problem returns us to the conundrum of the multiple evaluation
schemes employed by the University. While this issue is not, typically, obvious to those
faculty members who are tenured, the multiple evaluations may send very mixed
messages to untenured faculty members, who may be told one thing by the chair every
year and another by their annual review. This is confusing enough, but it is compounded
when the chair, and the chair's standards, shift.

Given post tenure review, this problem will likely become more obvious to tenured
faculty as well, and may arise more frequently. It is, thus, something that the
University and the Senate need to address, either in the context of tenure and
promotion or the general welfare of the faculty.
Proposals: The Committee discussed several possibilities, but did not come to a clear

consensus. In part, this was due to the magnitude of the problem- the issue of Form 3
and its conflict with other evaluations of faculty is one which was well outside the limited

scope of this Committee's function, and is not something that our peer institutions

manuals offered any clear guidance on.* We offer, then, several radical proposals which
have floated around in our discussions, and in other discussions of post tenure review:

1. Abolish the Form 3 reviews, which reflect the previous era when Departments had
Heads and do not reflect the current reality of the Chair's more limited role. Here, the

greatest objection would be that this would make yearly salary determinations
'Several members of the Committee expressed concern about the relation between the
Form 3 and standards for tenure and promotion. Others were less concerned. The

problem here seems to reflect confusion about what an "excellent" on a Form 3 means.
If, for example, it means simplythat a person is doing an excellentjob in rank, that
should not, necessarily mean a person was promote-able. If, on the other hand, it means
something more than that a person is doing an excellent job in rank, perhaps the

discrepancy is one we should address in this context. This is both a question of how
Chairs view Form 3s, and how people who receive Form 3s view them.
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impossible. One possible solution to this, applied at the University of Massachusetts
and the University of Akron, is roughly as follows: All faculty members get a set,
across the board pay increase which would be mechanically applied. When the

money existed, all faculty members could be considered for an additional merit
increase, though only some would receive it. At the University of Massachusetts,
merit increases are determined by committees within each department, which review
the files of each faculty member and meet to recommend some for merit increases.
These recommendations are then sent to the Dean, who must either apply the
recommendations from the committee, or indicate in writing why the

recommendations were not followed.*
At least one member of the Committee strongly objected to this proposal on the

grounds that the Chair alone should make salary determinations.
2. Reduce the powerof the Chairs by dictating the standards they must apply. Here,
there are two related possibilities. First, the Manual could be amended to indicate
that DepartmentChair's Form 3 evaluations, and tenure and promotion decisions
must reflect guidelines established by the Department. Second, Department's could
be instructed to debate, and amend their by laws to reflect the standards they felt
Chairs should apply in making Form 3 determinations, and in terms of tenure and
promotion decisions.

This would eliminate both problems, and reduce the power of the Chair by bringing
him or her under the control of the department (rather than the Dean). A change in
Chair would no longer mean a change in standards, and a Chair could no longer give
one signal, while a Department tried to give another.

3. Make Chairs part of the promotion and tenure committee. This would reduce the
power of the Chair another way, by making the Chair a member of the Department
for purposes of tenure and promotion decisions. Once again, the Chair would be
brought more completely under the Department's control, as opposed to the control of
the Deans. In addition, as a member of the tenure and promotion committee, the
Chair would be more inclined to apply similar standards in Form 3s.
4. One member of the Committee recommended that Chairs be required to get approval
of the Advisory Committee before altering standards for Form 3s. While this would
not entirely eliminate the problem of standards that change on a candidate for

promotion or tenure, it would at least prevent any Chair from making significant
changes capriciously or to harm a particular candidate.
5. Grandfather in standards. In these cases, faculty hired under one set of standards
would be held to them even after administrations changed. In theory, this should be
the case already (faculty are governed by the terms of the Manual at the time they are

This procedure would avoid the problems inherent in the current post tenure review
process, since all people would be considered for a merit increase at the same time.
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hired, and are told they are in the letters indicating they have been hired). In practice,
this can be a difficult and confusing process, and may be hard to enforce.
Conclusion

It is not clear that the promotion and tenure system is "not broken," and it seems as if
some changes are needed. But because the problems involve problems with Form 3 and
the power of Chairs and Deans, the Committee felt it was appropriate to write this
tentative Report rather than make definitive recommendations.
The Ad Hoc Committee recommends that the Senate consider the various proposals and

problems identified in this report, and make an effort to come up with some specific
proposals for next year.

By the Ad Hoc Committee:
Elizabeth Dale, chair
Eleanor Hare

Martin Jacobi

Cheryl Rainey
John Warner

January 19, 1999
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THE PERIODIC REVIEW

(Ad Hoc Committee Draft, December 2,1997)

Preamble: Clemson University policy and South Carolina state law requires the periodic review of faculty
members. This document governs the process of faculty review at Clemson University to ensure a
consistency of procedures across departments and colleges. Because specific criteria for faculty evaluation
are established in departmental and college documents and vary across such units, this document does not
deal with standards but with process. Faculty shall be informed in writing about the expectations that the
Department, College and University have for that individual in terms of research, teaching and service, and
their relationship to the mission of the Department, College or University.

Purpose: Each faculty member is entitledto knowin writing what is expected of him/her, and to be
informed as to how he/she is performing his/her professional duties. To achieve this purpose, faculty
evaluation shall consist of an annual evaluation by the department chairperson, a periodic review by a
committee of their peers, and reviews of these evaluations by the Dean.
Use: Information accumulated in the Periodic Review Process shall provide the basis upon which each

faculty member is recommended by the departmentchairperson, Peer Review Committee, and others for
retention in rank, promotion, or award of tenure. The information may also be a basis for termination or
non-renewal.

Philosophy: Peer review is at the heart of the evaluation process because the faculty themselves determine,
through mutual covenant, the standards they will meet. Review of non-tenured faculty serves a mentoring
function to ensure that they are progressing toward tenure in a timely manner. Review of tenured faculty
serves to remind all faculty of the standards they have agreed upon and to ensure that they will continually
strive to meet them. Consequently, service on the Peer Review Committee is an important component of
faculty governance.

Eligible Faculty: All faculty with regular full-time appointments shall be subject to, and eligible to
participate in, the Periodic Review.
Frequency: The following shall be the normal frequencyfor conducting the Periodic Review.

a) All eligible non-tenured faculty shallbe reviewed annually by their departmental chairperson and by
the Peer Review Committee until such time as tenure is awarded, except that faculty in their first year

of appointment may be reviewed at the option of the departmental chairperson. Annual Reviews will
follow the same time table as consideration for promotion and tenure.

b) Tenured faculty holding the rank of assistant or associateprofessor shall be reviewed annually by their

departmental chairperson andevery three years by their peers. Annual reviews must be submitted to
the Dean by December 1.

c) Tenured full professors shall be reviewed annually by their departmental chairperson and every six
years by their peers. Annual Reviews must besubmitted to the Dean by December 1.

Upon request by an individual faculty member wishing to bereviewed to the departmental chairperson, he

or she shall be accorded a review during any year whether or not such review falls within the department
schedule. Reviews of tenured faculty may be postponed under unusual circumstances such as illness, leave
without pay, etc., in consultation with the faculty member and the Dean. A review shall always be
conducted whenever a recommendation for promotion is involved, regardless of scheduled review sequence.

Period Covered: Reviews shall cover the faculty member's performance during the period since the
previous evaluation. Faculty reviews which involve promotion and/or decisions concerning award of tenure
shall cover the faculty member's entire professional career, with special attention to the period since initial
appointment and/or previous promotion.

Dossier: In order to provide a full record of accomplishments throughout his/her professional career and in
order to assist in the review process, each faculty member shall prepare a dossier containing all relevant
professional accomplishments, including a list of courses taught at Clemson University within the preceding
three years. This dossier may be supplemented by such other materials as the faculty member deems
appropriate. The first copy and all supplemental material shall be kept on permanent file by the department
chairperson, who shall make it available for full consideration by all faculty participating in the Review.
The second copy shall be forwarded to the Dean as part of the chairperson's and Peer Review Committee's
written evaluations.

Summary of Professional Accomplishments: The summary of accomplishments may include but shall not
necessarily be limited to, applicable items among the following:
Teaching:

•

Contributions to the instructional program of the department, including teaching evaluations for the
previous five years, student advising, thesis supervision, and such evidence as the faculty member may
wish to present to demonstrate excellence in teaching and as to library faculty, excellence in
librarianship and /or teaching.

Research and Scholarship:
•

Journal articles and books published or accepted for publication and papers presented at professional
meetings.

•

Research activities and accomplishments, including funded and non-funded research.

•

Creative artistic achievements and professional practice.

Service:

•

Services to the Department, College, and University.

•

Officesheld in and services rendered to professional societies; special services such as journal editor or
consultant to professional periodicals and organizations; memberships in professional and honor
societies.

•

Compensated and uncompensated professional services for the community and clinical practice.
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Other:

•

All academic degrees received, professional certifications, experience, and training.

•

Outside evaluations are defined by CHE best practioner. No statement(s) in the outside evaluation(s)
regarding the faculty members' worthiness for retention, promotion or granting of tenure at the outside
reviewer's institution shall be solicited nor shall such statements be considered relevant if provided.

Process of Departmental Peer Review: Each department must have in place guidelines for tenure and
promotion that have been reviewed and approved by the Dean and Provost. At the beginning of each
academic year, the departmental chairperson shall communicate these guidelines to departmental faculty,
and in particular ensure that all faculty participating in peer review understand those guidelines and the
deadlines during the year for accomplishing peer review. While the number of faculty serving on the Peer
Review Committee and the criteria for service on the committee may vary from department to department,
the Peer Review Committee must in all cases be constituted by an open election involving all tenure-track
faculty. No process of peer evaluation adopted by a Department shall include provision for anonymous
polling or balloting. No later than September 1, the chairperson shall provide to the department faculty and
to the College Dean the name of those scheduled for review and the names of those who have requested a
review.

External Reviews of Candidates for Promotion or Tenure: The review of candidates for promotion or

tenure must involve external reviewers. Upon notification that an individual is a candidate for promotion or
tenure, the candidate must provide the Peer ReviewCommittee with names and addresses of five
professionals who have agreed to perform reviews of their professional credentials and accomplishments.
The Peer Review Committee must obtain at least four reviews from external reviewers, two of which must

come from the list suppliedby the candidate. Externalreviews must be receivedby November 15.
The Peer Review Committee Review: Peer Review Committee will forward its reviews to the department

chairperson by December 1. A copy of its reviews will be forwarded to the Dean along with the
departmentchairperson's review. Any departmental faculty member shall have the right to submit a
written evaluation of any faculty memberunder review to the Peer Review Committee. Such documents, if
provided, shall be included in the material forwarded to the Dean.

The Chairperson's Review: The department chairperson shall prepare in triplicate a written evaluationof
each faculty member scheduled for or requesting an evaluation. One copy shall be forwarded to the Dean
of the college by December 15. The second copyshall be givento the faculty member at least five (5)
working days prior to submission to the Dean. The third copy shall be retainedby the chairperson in a
permanent department file. The Chairperson's review shall give full consideration to the Peer Review
Committee evaluation and any other written evaluations submitted by individual faculty.
Content: The chairperson's written evaluation shall include:

a) A statementof the duties and responsibilities of the individual faculty memberfor the period covered
by the Review, including all teaching assignments.

b) An assessment of the quality and quantity of the faculty's members professional work in the execution
of those duties and responsibilities, including an evaluation of the faculty member's teaching and an
assessment of the material submitted by the faculty member.
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c) A statement of the future duties and responsibilities reviewedwith and expected of the faculty member.

d) A copy of the professional accomplishments preparedby the faculty member as part of the dossier.
e) The faculty member's dossier and other such supporting material as the chairperson may wish to solicit
from the faculty member.

f) Specificrecommendations for retentionin rank, reappointment, termination or non-renewal, promotion
or award of tenure, either early or mandatory. For cases involving mandatory tenure decisions, the
recommendation shall be submitted by December 15. When through promotion, if granted, the faculty
member becomes eligible for tenure because of the higher rank, tenure and promotion shall be
considered simultaneously.

Right of Response: The faculty member shall submitto the Dean such writtencomments as he/she may
wish to make in response to the peer review committeereport or the chairperson's written evaluation at the
same time this evaluation is submitted to the Dean, and he/she shall provide a copy to the chairperson

Lack of response shall not be construed as agreement by the faculty member with the chairperson's
evaluation.

Distribution and Access: Distribution of the chairperson's and the Peer Review Committee's written
evaluations shall be umited. Access to the evaluations shall be limited to the faculty member, the Peer
Review Committee, the chairperson, the Dean, Provost, and the President. With the exception of external
reviews, all material pertinent to the review, including such information, opinions, and evaluations as may
be provided shall be made available to all parties concerned. External review letters shall not be made
available to the faculty member under review.
Student Evaluation of Teaching: Student evaluations of teaching shall be administered by all faculty
members in all classes as required by the University. All student evaluations of teaching results shall be
included in the review process. These results are to be regarded as but one source of information about a
faculty member's teaching.
Procedures in Colleges and Division Without Chairpersons: In the case of a college or division within
the University in which no formal departmental structure exists, the Provost shall appoint a committee of
no fewer than three (3) tenured faculty from within the college or division who will fulfill the responsibility
of department chairperson unless the faculty of that college elects to assign those duties to the Dean of that
college. In such cases the Dean shall make every effort to comply with the faculty evaluation timetables of
the department chair.

PROMOTION

Criteria for Promotion: Criteria for Promotion shall be specified elsewhere in guidelines developed by the
Department and/or College and approved by the Provost. Promotion shall be based upon a faculty
member's accomplishments in teaching, research and service, in light of the mission of the department,
college, and university, and the assignments of the individual faculty member.

The provisions of the Periodic Review provide the basis for promotioa If a faculty member is not
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recommended for promotion by his/her Dean or is deniedpromotion by the Provost or President, he/she
shall receive a written statement from the Dean, Provost, or President providing guidance as to what
accomplishments would be necessary to achieve promotion.

A faculty member may be promotedat any time in accordance with the following prescribedprocedures.
Either the department chairperson or the faculty member may initiate a request for promotion The
department chairperson shall forward such requests, peer evaluations, the chairperson's recommendation,
and supporting materials to the Dean under the provisions of the Periodic Review.
If a chairperson is being considered for promotion, the faculty member most senior in departmental service
at Clemson University will be named the designated chair for this promotion decision. If the most senior
faculty member is an associate professor, the Dean of the College shall appoint a designated chair for this
decisioa

After receiving the chairperson's recommendations) on December 15, the Dean shall meet as soon as
possible with the department chairperson to discuss the status of each faculty member recommended for
promotion. Following the conference with the chairperson, but no later than February 15, the Dean
shall convey his/her decision in writing to each individual under consideration, with a copy to the
department chairperson.

If the Dean denies a recommendation for promotion submitted by the chairperson, the Dean shall state
his/her reasons for such denial in his/her communication.

The Dean's recommendation, if positive, shall be forwarded to the Provost no later than February 15 for the
Provost's recommendation and transmittal to the President. A copy of the Dean's recommendation, whether

positive or negative, shallbe forwarded to the faculty member nolaterthanFebruary 15. If the Dean does
not recommend promotion, only upon the request of the faculty member shall the Dean forward the faculty
member's application to the Provost. Whetherthe President agrees or disagrees with the recommendations,
he/she shall take appropriate steps to notify all parties concerned no later than April 15.Promotions will be
made public at that time.

If the Presidentdisagrees with the recommendations of the department chairperson, the Dean or the
Provost, he/she shall notify all parties concerned of his/her decision in writing with reasons no later than
April 15.
If the Dean believes that a faculty member who is not recommended for promotion by the department

should nonetheless be promoted, the Deanshall make his/her recommendation to the chairperson. If the
chairperson does not agreethat a promotion is in order, the Deanhimself/herself mayinitiate the
recommendatioa

If the Dean himself/herself initiates a recommendation for promotion, he/she shall inform the individual

involved in writing, with a copyto the department chairperson, and shall also inform thechairperson at the
sametime, in writing, of the reasons for his/her decision. Once the Deanhas initiated a recommendation

for promotion, the recommendation shall proceed as all other recommendations and must follow that
department's by-laws.

The faculty member, at any time in the promotion process may askthat his/her name beremoved from
consideration.
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If the departmentchairperson, the Dean, or the Provost disagreeas to the promotionof a faculty member,
or if the recommendation for promotion is supported only by the Provost, the Dean or by the department
chairperson, then the President'sdecisionin regardto promotion shall not be grievablebeyond the level of
the President.

If the President disagrees with the concurring recommendations of the department chairperson, the Dean,
and the Provost to promote, or if the President disagrees with a recommendation initiated by the Dean, the
faculty member, regardless of time in rank, may file a written grievance of the President's decision to the
Board of Trustees.

Notice of Non-Renewal: Notice of Non-Renewal, or of intention not to recommend renewal of faculty

members in the ranks of assistant professor, associate professor, and professor who have not yet acquired
tenure shall be given in writing by the Dean, Provost, or the President, in accordance with the following
standards:

a) not later than March 15 of the first academic year of service, if the appointment expires at the end of

that year; or if a one-year appointment terminated during an academic year, at least three (3) months in
advance of its expiration
b) not later than January 15 of the second, third, fourth or fifth academic year of service, if the
appointment expires at the end of that year
c) at least one academic year before the expiration of an appointment after six or more years of service.
Reasons for non-reappointment shall be givenin writing upon the faculty member's request by the
person making the decision.

TENURE

Eligibility for Tenure:
a)

Instructors shall not be eligible for tenure.

b)

Individuals hired as assistant professors shall be eligible for tenure when they have accumulated six
(6) years of full-time service, credited as follows: years of service in the rank of assistant professor (or
its equivalent) at Clemson University; years of service at another accredited four-year academic
institution in the rank of assistant professor or above, to a maximum of three (3) years of credit. The
amount of credit to be allowed toward tenure for service at other institutions shall be indicated in the

initial contract. For an assistant professor, a decision whether or not to award tenure must be made no
later than the end of the 6th year of full-time service. Tenure will be granted prior to the mandatory
year only in unusual circumstances.

c)

Individuals hired as associate Professors who have completed a minimum of two (2) years of full-time
service at this institution shall be eligible for tenure. Tenure may be awarded to become effective
beginning with the third, fourth or fifth year. A tenure decision relating to the fifth year shall be a
mandatory tenure decisioa Tenure will be granted prior to the mandatory year only in unusual
circumstances.

d)

Individuals hired as professors shall be eligible for tenure beginning with the first year of full-time
service. Tenure may be awarded to become effective beginning with the first, second, third, or fourth
year. A tenure decision relating to the fourth year shall be a mandatory tenure decisioa When the
initial appointment is to be with tenure, the department chairperson shall establish ehgibility for initial

tenure foDowing procedures established in departmental by-laws and report on the department's
recommendation to the college Dean for his/her consideration prior to offering the appointment to the
individual. Tenure will be granted prior to the mandatory year only in unusual circumstances.
Tenure Decisions: Whenever a faculty member is considered for tenure one of the following decisions
must be made: 1) award tenure to the faculty member; 2) terminate the affiliation of the faculty member
with the University. For cases in which mandatory decisions are necessary, the recommendation relating to
tenure to become effective July 1 shall be submitted to the Dean by December 15. If in the instance of a
mandatory tenure decision it is determined that a faculty member will be denied tenure, he/she shall be
notified on writing with reasons stated for denial by the President of the University at least twelve (12)
months in advance of the date he/she is required to terminate his/her affiliation with the University.

Credit Toward Tenure: A full academic year of service (dating from the beginning of the academic year)
shall accrue credit of one (1) year toward tenure. Service begun after the start of the academic year will
not accrue credit toward tenure. Time spent on leaves of absence, sabbatical leaves, or education leaves
shall accrue credit toward tenure only if the faculty member requests so in writing prior to the leave and it
is approved by the department chairpersoa Deaa and Provost. Should a person who has held the position
of Research Associate at the University be employed by the University at some time later in the rank of
Assistant Professor or above on a full-time basis, he/she shall be credited with one (1) year toward tenure

for each of two (2) years prior employmentunder such title, to a maximum of two (2) years credit.

The Process for Granting Tenure: The departmentchairperson shall be responsible for initiating formal
requests for granting tenure to members of his/her department. He/she shall prepare a report annually
according to procedures described in the Annual Review.
After receiving the written report, the Dean shall meet with the department chairperson to discuss each
request. After the meeting, the Dean, by February 15, shall state in writing to the department chairperson
his/her decision concerning each request. It shall be the responsibility of the Dean to transmit to the faculty
member and chair by February 15 a copy of the Dean's decisioa In the event that tenure is denied, he/she
shall be given the reasons for the denial in writing.

If the departmentchairperson and the Dean agreethat an individual should be granted tenure, their decision
will be sent to the Provost for recommendation and transmittal to the President no later than April 1. In

cases in which the departmentchairperson and Dean both recommend against tenure or in which there is
disagreement about the recommendation, the faculty member may eitherwithdrawhis/her request for tenure
or request that his/her packetbe forwarded to theProvost nolater than April 1 for further review. If the
packet is forwarded, one of the following decisions must be made:
a) award tenure to the faculty member.
b) terminate the affiliation of the faculty member within the University.

Upon reviewing the recommendations of thedepartment chairperson and Dean, the Provost will make a
recommendation to the President that the individual be granted or denied tenure. The President will then

makethe final decision by April 30 regarding the granting of tenure. Should the decisionbe made not to

grant tenure, thePresident shall promptly inform the faculty member in writing of his/her actions together
with reasons therefore. The faculty member may file a written grievance withinten (10 days) in
accordance with the grievance procedure.

Anindividual eligible for tenure has theright to initiate a grievance at the step that tenure has beendenied
If tenure is denied by the Board of Trustees, the decisionis final.
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At any time in the tenure process the candidate may ask that his/her name be removedfrom consideration.

POST-TENURE REVIEW

Purpose: Post-tenure review (PTR) servesthe purpose of ensuring professional accountability. The
review should be used as a means of evaluating the performance of tenured faculty members as well as

ensuring that their professional efforts adequately serve the needsof the students and institutioa The posttenure review must be linked to the annual reviews. Although the focus of PTR is on the performance of
the individual since his/her last review, the overall contribution of the indivdual faculty member to Clemson
University should not be neglected.

Scope: All faculty members holding a tenured faculty position in any academic unit shall be subject to
post tenure review. Administrators from the Dean and higher up will be evaluated under a separate process
being worked out by the faculty.
Guidelines: Each academic unit shall have written guidelines (approved by the respective Dean and the

Provost) providing details of the post-tenure review process. Although details may vary from one
department to another or among different colleges withinthe University, such guidelines must be consistent
with the following principles:

a) The primary basis for the post-tenure review is the individual's contributions in the areas of research
and scholarship, teaching, and service.

b) Guidelines must be flexible enough to accommodate faculty members with different professional
responsibUities.

c) Post-tenure review shall not infringe upon the accepted standards of academic freedom. Furthermore,
sex, age, ethnicity, and other factors unrelated to an individual's professional qualifications shall not be
considered in the review process.

d) The chairperson of the academic department and the dean of the college must not be involved directly
in the peer review process at the departmental level.
Procedure: Following procedure must be used for PTR:
1. Associate professors will be peer reviewed every three years; full professors every six. The year or
years in which a faculty member is on sabbatical and or unpaid leave shall not be counted in the review
period. Departments will devise a schedule of staggered reviews of tenured faculty reviews roughly 20
percent of full professors each year and one-third of its associate professors. Within each rank, reviews
will be conducted in order of seniority, beginning with those who have the most longevity at Clemson
University.

2. Departmental faculty will elect a separate PTR committee each year. The faculty members subject to
PTR in a particular year will not be eligible for membership on the committee. The size of the
committee may vary from one academic unit to another, however the committee must have a minimum
of three members. In cases in which the department does not have enough faculty to constitute a PTR
Committee, the departmental Peer Review Committee will elect outside faculty from other departments

who are qualified to serve on the PTR committee. The committee will elect the chairperson.
3. The faculty undergoing post-tenure review must provide, at a minimum, the following documents to the
committee:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

a recent copy of the CV,
teaching evaluations for the last 5 years,
names and addresses of five professionals who have agreed to write letters of reference,
a plan for continued professional growth,
any other documents relevant to the review.

4. The chair of the academic unit must provide the committee with copies of the faculty member's annual
reviews for the past five years.
5. The PTR committee shall obtain at least four letters from external reviewers, two of which must come

from the list submitted by the faculty member under review.

6. The PTR committee will provide a written report to the faculty member. The faculty member should be
given at least two weeks time to provide any response to the committee. Based on the committee's initial
report, and the response of the faculty member, a final report should be given to the faculty member as
well as Chair of the academic unit. The Chair will submit committee report and his/her own report to
the Deaa The Dean will write his own report and submit all materials to the Provost for final decisioa

Outcome: The following rating scheme will be used at all three stages of the review (by the Committee,
Chair and the Dean).

a) Excellent: The faculty members in this category shall be recognizedby a merit pay raise, if funds are
available.

b) Satisfactory: No award will be givea

c) Unsatisfactory: Leading to remediatioa sanction other than dismissal for cause, or dismissal for
cause.

If the ratings by the chairperson and/or the dean differ from the rating of the PTR committee, the

chairperson and/or dean mustsupply documented evidence for the difference. In cases involving a ratingof
"Unsatisfactory" the burden of provingunsatisfactory performance is on the University.
Remediation: Individuals who receive a rating of unsatisfactory may be given a period of remediation to
correct deficiencies detailed in the PTR. The chairperson will provide a list of specific goals and
measurable outcomes the faculty members should achieve in the next two years. The University will

provide reasonable resources (as identified by the PTR Committee) to meet the deficiencies. The
chairperson will meet at leasttwice annually to review theprogress. If, after two years, the faculty member
has achieved satisfactory performance, then based on recommendations by the chairperson, Dean and
Provostthe faculty member may be placed in the Satisfactory category. If after two years performance is
still not satisfactory, the faculty member will be placed in the category "Sanctions" definedbelow.
Sanctions: If a sanction is recommended, the review is then complete. An unsatisfactory rating in

anysubsequent year will leadto Dismissal for Unsatisfactory Performance as defined below.

>

Dismissal for Unsatisfactory Professional Performance: If dismissal for unsatisfactory
performance is recommended, the case will be subject to the rules andregulations outlined in the
Faculty Manual.

.~

Attachment C (20 of 20)

Regarding "Notice of Non-Renewal", on the middle of page 6:

Question presented by Provost: "Can we get this info the same time table as everything else?"

^Q
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Board of Trustees

1.
2.

Voted to discontinue the B. S. Degree in
Entomology
Approved a resolution to extend the term of a
Faculty Senator elected to Senate Office - The
faculty unanimously approved this at our

December 17th General Faculty and Staff
3.
4.

Meeting.
Approved renaming TIWET to "Clemson
Institute of Environmental Toxicology."
Approved changing the name of the Department
of Public Health to the Department of Public
Health Sciences.

5.

Approved a policy for release time for external
funds - essentially it states that faculty can be:
♦Relieved from a three-hour teaching course in
one semester if 25% of the semester salary is
charged to the research project.
♦Relieved from a three-hour teaching course in
one semester if 12.5% of the 9-month salary is
charged to the research project.
♦Relieved from a three-hour teaching course for
both semesters if 25% of the 9-month salary is
charged to the research project.

The Board completed much other business. I will
gladly share further information if you would like.

A
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CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

10 February 1999

To:

From:
Re:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant /PjLrf-rf ,,I m
Role of Student Teaching Evaluations in Personnel
Matters

On behalf of Faculty Senate President Pat Smart I
transmit for your review and endorsement to the Board of
Trustees the modification of the Faculty Manual presented
below.
These amendments were approved on February 9th by
the required two-thirds majority of the Senate.

Student evaluation of teaching has been an integral but
voluntary feature of the instructional environment at Clem
son University (see page 72 of the August 1998 Faculty Man
ual! . The discretionary use of the University or depart
mental forms for the evaluation of teaching by instructors
is no longer an option.
Actions by the General Assembly and
the Commission on Higher Education now mandate that stan
dardized student evaluations of teaching be an integral com
ponent of Personnel and Post-Tenure Review policies (see
subpoint 8. a. of "Best Practices for a Performance Review
System for Faculty" which requires "Annually, instruction
and course evaluation forms completed anonymously by stu
dents through a standardized institutional process and sub
mitted for each course (not section) taught" and page 29,
point 4. b) of the 1998 Faculty Manual which requires a sum

mary of five years of teaching evaluations including student
evaluations for post-tenure review).

Thus, it becomes necessary to modify the language in
Section 8. "Evaluation of Teaching by Students" (page 72)
with the following new practices and entirely new second and
third paragraphs:
The University provides a standard form that meets
the minimum requirements of Best Practices for student
evaluation of teaching faculty.
This form must be
approved by the Scholastic Policies Committee and the
Faculty Senate.
Individual departments may develop

questions supplemental to the University's minimum
standard questions or employ comprehensive supplemental

questions, but the standard questions are required.
These forms will be distributed near the end of the

semester.

The instructor will announce to the students

that completed forms will not be examined until course
grades have been submitted. It is required that in
structors leave the room while forms are being com

pleted by students.

A student proctor will conduct the

evaluation.
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Student evaluation of teaching is mandatory for
all instructors at both the undergraduate and graduate
levels.
All evaluation forms are returned directly to
the instructor to be retained for a six-year period.

Course summary information from the evaluation forms
will become part of the personnel review data for an
nual review, reappointment, tenure, and promotion and
for post-tenure review consideration. The University
will retain electronic copies of all evaluation summa
ries for the purpose of verification that the evalua
tions have been carried out.

These summaries will also

be used for annual review, reappointment, tenure, pro

motion or post-tenure review in accordance with guide
lines found elsewhere in the Faculty Manual only if a
faculty member's forms are not available. Access to
these electronic summaries shall be with notification

to the faculty member involved.
Other evaluation methods which must be given at

least equal weight in the teaching evaluation process
include one or more of the following:

a) evaluation of course materials, learning
objectives, and examinations by peers and/or super
visors,
b) in-class visitation by peers and/or super
visors,

c) a statement by the faculty member describing
his/her methodology,
d) exit interviews/surveys with current graduates
and alumni, and
e) additional criteria as appropriate to the
discipline.
************************************************************

In this fashion the Manual policies will reflect the condi
tions outlined in the "Best Practices" requirements for
funding higher education in South Carolina.
c.c:

Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart
Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman
Scholastic Policies Chair Fred S.
Intern Doris R. Helms

Switzer

Senior Vice Provost Jerome V. Reel, Jr.
Faculty Senate Secretary Elizabeth R. Dale
Research Committee Chair Kerry R. Brooks
Policy Committee Member Matthew J. Saltzman
Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie
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RESOLUTION ON ACADEMIC INTEGRITY

FS99-2-1 P

WHEREAS, Academic integrity lies at the heart of what this
University, or any University, does;

RESOLVED, That the Faculty Senate urges the University to affirm
its commitment to the integrity of its academic programs and degrees by
promising to make every effort to fully and completely investigate all nonfrivolous claims of academic fraud;

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Faculty Senate urges the

University to respect the paramount role of duly constituted faculty committees
to investigate and adjudicate claims of academic fraud; and
FINALLY RESOLVED, That the Faculty Senate urges the

University to further affirm its commitment to academic integrity by confirming
its intention of supporting and upholding those faculty, or other members of
the Clemson community, who make non-frivolous claims of academicfraud.

Passed by the Faculty Senate
on February 9,1999

%

MINUTES

FACULTY SENATE MEETING

MARCH 9, 1999

1.
2:37 p.m.

Call to Order: The meeting was called to order by President Patricia T. Smart at

2.
Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated February 9, 1999 were
approved as written. Senator Eleanor Hare made a motion to address New Business following
Committee Reports. Vote to accept motion was taken and passed unanimously.
3.

"Free Speech"

4.

Committee Reports:
a.
Senate Reports

None

Welfare - Chair John Leininger, submitted a Draft 1999 Faculty Survey
(Attachment A) noting that distribution will be made during the first week of April. Analysis
will be performed during the summer so that results may be presented at the beginning of the
academic year in the fall. Suggestions are to be forwarded to Senator Leininger.
Scholastic Policies - Fred Switzer, Chair, noted that this Committee

continues to receive input regarding student teaching evaluations.
complete rationale will be shared at the next Senate meeting.

Recommendations and a

Finance - No report

Policy -Chair John Huffman submitted the Report dated February 16,
1999 (Attachment B) and noted that he will present items under New Business.

Research -Kerry Brooks, Chair, stated that this Committee will provide a
report in April.
b. University Commissions and Committees

Computer Advisory Committee - Senator Saltzman announced that the
telephone system will be renegotiated next year and that any comments be forwarded to him.
Select Committee to Revisit "Professor-in-Charge" Resolution - Senator

Saltzman informed the Senate that this Committee has met with the associate director of the

current program; will forward recommendations to the dean; and will submit a report at the next
meeting.
1

.
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Select Committee to Revisit Two Resolutions - Vice President/President-

Elect Horace Skipper announced that this Committee will meet on March 10th to begin
reconsideration of these resolutions.

c.

Report from the Budget Accountability Committee - James R. Davis,

Acting Chair, introduced Dave Fleming and Catherine Watts, who worked diligently to provide
this Report for presentation to the Faculty Senate. Dr. Davis distributed and explained highlights
of the Summary Report (Attachment C) and noted that Lead Senators will be provided with a
complete copy to share with colleagues. The Total Compensation Report will be provided to the
Senate as soon as possible.
5.

New Business

a. A blanket motion to approve Faculty Manual proposals by the Policy Committee
was made by Senator Huffman. Each proposal was explained and vote was taken
on each individual item.

1) Refinements to the Administrator Evaluation System - No discussion. Passed
2)

3)

4)
5)

unanimously. (Attachment D)
Refinements in Post-Tenure Review Processes - Discussion.
Passed
unanimously. (Attachment E)
Modifying Administrator Evaluation Particulars - Discussion.
Passed
unanimously. (Attachment F)
Placing More "Rigor" in Post-Tenure Review Language - Discussion.
Passed. (Attachment G)
Inclusion of "Best Practices" References - Much discussion. Motion made to
table. Vote was taken and passed. Will be returned to Policy Committee for
further consideration. (Attachment H)

6) Special Academic Title "Research Scientist/Scholar" - Much discussion
during which friendly amendment was offered and accepted. Call to Question
made; vote on Call taken and passed. Vote to accept amended proposal was
taken and passed. (Attachment I)
7) Revision of "W" Grade in Faculty Manual - No discussion.
unanimously. (Attachment J)
8) Extension of Privileges for Emeritus Faculty"- No discussion.
unanimously. (Attachment K)

Passed

Passed

9) Clarifying Inconsistency in Endowed Chairs Section - No discussion. Passed

unanimously. (Attachment L)
...,';,
10) Adding Overload Compensation to Dual Employment - No discussion.
Passed unanimously. (Attachment M)

b. The Faculty Senate Annual Spring Reception will be held from 4:30-6:30 p.m. on
April 13, 1999 at the Madren Center.
6.
Election of Officers. The Advisory Committee submitted its slate of candidates
for Vice President/President-Elect and Secretary. The floor was opened for additional
nominations. There being none, elections were held by secret ballot. Fred S. Switzer, IB was
elected Vice President/President-Elect and Elizabeth Dale was re-elected Secretary.
2
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7.

.

President's Report President Smart informed the Senate that:
a.
she, Horace Skipper, and Fran McGuire dined with representatives

from the Named Professors and Endowed Chairs group. They are concerned about faculty
morale and believe the Faculty Senate should take a stronger role to address concerns; noted the
lack of communication and sharing of information by this year's Senate Lead Senators; and
requested meeting Minutes and a record of attendance and voting patterns of Senators.
b.

the Provost's rejection and rationale for the Resolution on

Improving the Faculty Activity System at Clemson University is included within the Agenda
Packet.

8.

Old Business

a.

Report of the ad hoc Committee on Promotion and Tenure - Senator

Elizabeth Dale submitted Report (Attachment N) and stated that the Faculty Senate could discuss
now, as a whole, or refer to one or two committees for refinement. It was decided that comments

to the Report would be referred Senator Dale prior to the April Senate meeting and at that time,
the Report and comments would be forwarded to the Policy and Welfare Committees.

9.

Adjournment: The Faculty/Senate Meeting^w«Sadjourned by President Smart at

4:08 p.m.

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Administrative Assistant
..








• i

Absent:

J. Christenbury, C. Voelker, M. Jacobi, B. Naff

.
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1999 Faculty Senate
Survey
"Help the Faculty Senate make a difference!"
As we did in 1996, the Faculty Senate is polling the faculty about their

opinions on campus issues in order to prioritize our efforts to improve
the working environment at Clemson. Determining a sense of faculty
concerns not only helps to guide our priorities, it will also add weight to
our requests for assistance from the administration in addressing the
needs of the faculty.

Three years ago the Faculty Senate Survey was distributed as Clemson
was completing the restructuring plan and many of the questions and
responses focused on restructuring issues. Most of these issues have now
been incorporated into the general group of questions below; otherwise
the survey asks the same questions as the 1996 version.

The survey has been divided into five parts. The first part lists 29 issues/
items affecting the faculty. Each issue is rated on your level of satisfac
tion and the level of importance you place on that topic. The second part
of the survey takes several of the questions from the first part and breaks
them down to more specific levels. The third part of the survey is fo
cused on the activities of the Faculty Senate and what you think about
how it serves the Clemson faculty. The fourth section collects some

demographic data, and the fifth asks general questions about faculty life
here at Clemson. This last section has several open-ended questions for
your comments.

Along with the measures of importance and satisfaction, there is space on
the Scantron form to write specific comments about any of the listed
items. You may also attach a separate sheet of paper for additional
comments. When you have completed the survey, please put it into the

preprinted return envelope and send it to Faculty Senate Office in
Cooper Library.

t
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PART I—The following issues have been brought to the attention of the
Faculty Senate in the past several years. For each of these items, we
would like to know your level of satisfaction with the current state of
affairs at Clemson University related to that issue and your opinion of the

relative importance of the issue as one that needs to be addressed by the
Faculty Senate. For each issue, two responses should be filled in on the
Scantron form: the first numbered response for each issue addresses your
level of satisfaction and the second your opinion of the importance of the
item. The scale for each is specified below:

Level Of A = Very dissatisfied
Satisfaction

B = Dissatisfied
C = Neutral
D = Satisfied

E = Very satisfied

Level of A = Not important at all
Importance B = Somewhat unimportant
C = Neutral

D = Somewhat important
E = Extremely important

Please be careful to mark the correct corresponding issue/item numbers
on the Scantron form.

• Relationships between faculty and University administration.
1.

Level of Satisfaction

2.

Importance

• University-provided dependent care.
3.

Level of Satisfaction

4.

Importance

• Availability of parking.
5.

Level of Satisfaction

6.

Importance

• Parking fees.
7.

Level of Satisfaction

8.

Importance

• Parking enforcement.
9.

Level of Satisfaction

10. Importance
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Faculty evaluation procedures.
Level of

11. Level of Satisfaction

Satisfaction

12. Importance

A = Very dissatisfied
B = Dissatisfied
C = Neutral
D = Satisfied

Consistency between faculty
evaluations by administrators
and faculty peer evaluations.

E = Very satisfied
Level of

Importance

13. Level of Satisfaction

14. Importance

A = Not important at all
B = Somewhat unimportant
C = Neutral

D = Somewhat important
E = Extremely important

Procedures for evaluation of
administrators.
15. Level of Satisfaction

16. Importance

Adequacy of salary increases for faculty.
17. Level of Satisfaction

18. Importance

Salary increases of administrators.
19. Level of Satisfaction

20. Importance

Adequacy of support for undergraduate instruction.
21. Level of Satisfaction

22. Importance

Adequacy of support for graduate instruction.
23. Level of Satisfaction

24. Importance

Availability of adequate classroom space.
25. Level of Satisfaction

26. Importance
Suitability of classrooms for instructional purposes.
27. Level of Satisfaction

28. Importance

Adequate availability of classroom technology.
29. Level of Satisfaction

30. Importance

Adequacy of support for research activities.
31. Level of Satisfaction

32. Importance

J(p
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Adequate availability of
research laboratory space.

Level of
Satisfaction

C = Neutral

33. Level of Satisfaction

D = Satisfied

34. Importance

Adequacy of laboratory
equipment.

A = Very dissatisfied
B = Dissatisfied

E = Very satisfied
Level of

Importance

35. Level of Satisfaction

36. Importance

A = Not important at all

B = Somewhat unimportant
C = Neutral

D = Somewhat important

E = Extremely Important

Adequacy of support for
service/outreach/Extension activities.
37. Level of Satisfaction

38. Importance

Inclusion of faculty input in decision making processes.
39. Level of Satisfaction

40. Importance

The University's commitment to diversity of faculty/staff.
41. Level of Satisfaction

42. Importance

University's commitment to diversity of students.
43. Level of Satisfaction

44. Importance

Tuition reduction/waiver for employees' spouses or dependents
attending Clemson.
45. Level of Satisfaction

46. Importance

Availability of a Faculty Club.
47. Level of Satisfaction

48. Importance

Efficiency of University administrative structure.
49. Level of Satisfaction

50. Importance
Trust in University administration.
51. Level of Satisfaction

52. Importance
Ombudsman.

53. Level of Satisfaction

54. Importance

<\
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• The University restructuring.
55. Level of Satisfaction

56. Importance
PART II—This section breaks down several of the items covered in Part

I. They have been separated out because they may not be issues for all
faculty, they might be more specific to individual colleges or depart
ments.

• Efficiency of department

Level of
Satisfaction

C = Neutral

chair administrative structure

D = Satisfied

57. Level of Satisfaction

E = Very satisfied

58. Importance
Level of

• Efficiency of school director

A = Very dissatisfied
B = Dissatisfied

Importance

A = Not important at all
B = Somewhat unimportant
C = Neutral

administrative structure

(if applicable)

D = Somewhat important
E = Extremely important

59. Level of Satisfaction

60. Importance (be sure to skip these numbers if you do not
answer this question)

• Efficiency of College/Dean administrative structure
61. Level of Satisfaction

62. Importance

• Efficiency of administrative activities in the Provost's office
63. Level of Satisfaction

64. Importance

• Trust in department chair
65. Level of Satisfaction

66. Importance

• Trust in school director (if applicable)
67. Level of Satisfaction

68. Importance (be sure to skip these numbers if you do not
answer this question)
• Trust in Dean

69. Level of Satisfaction

70. Importance
• Trust in Provost

71. Level of Satisfaction

72. Importance

%
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• The University restructuring
at the department level

Level of

Satisfaction

A = Very dissatisfied
B = Dissatisfied
C = Neutral

73. Level of Satisfaction

D = Satisfied

74. Importance

E = Very satisfied

• The University restructuring
at the college level

Level of

Importance

75. Level of Satisfaction

76. Importance

A = Not important at all
B = Somewhat unimportant
C = Neutral

D = Somewhat important
E = Extremely important

• The University restructuring
at the school level (if applicable)
77. Level of Satisfaction

78. Importance (be sure to skip these numbers if you do not
answer this question)

• Adequacy of funding for your college
79. Level of Satisfaction

80. Importance

• Adequacy of funding for your college
81. Level of Satisfaction

82. Importance

PART III—The Faculty Senate is the representative body of the Faculty
of Clemson University. The following items relate to your opinions about
the Faculty Senate. Respond to each item by filling in the response for
each number on the Scantron form that best represents your level of
agreement with that item. Use the following scale:
A = Strongly Disagree
B = Disagree
C = Neutral

D = Agree
E = Strongly Agree

83. I am aware of the activities of Faculty Senate.
84. Faculty Senate communicates its activities to faculty members.
85. Faculty Senate is an effective organization.
86. Faculty Senate represents the interests of University faculty
members.

s
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87. The Faculty Senators from my college represent the interests of our
college's faculty.

88. Faculty Senate is relevant to me as a faculty member.

89. Faculty Senate works for the legitimate concerns of Faculty.
90. Faculty Senate serves an important role in the University.
91. Faculty Senate should be given additional authority and responsibili
ties.

92. I'm aware the Faculty Senate has secured a standing representative
to the Board of Trustee.

PART IV—Demographics. In order to help partition the data and find
additional relationships or issues we are asking you to give us some basic
background information on your position here at Clemson. Fill in the
corresponding spaces on the Scantron form.
93. What is your current faculty rank?
A.

Lecturer

B.

Instructor

C.

Assistant Professor

D.

Associate Professor

E.

Professor

F

Other (Please specify this in the comment space to the right)

94. Which of the following categories includes how many years you

have been in a faculty position at Clemson? (Include the current
academic year.)
A. 5 years or less
B. 6-10 years
C. 11-15 years
D. 16-20 years
E.
more than 20 years

95. What is your current tenure status?
A.

untenured

B.

tenured

C.

nontenured track

96. What is your gender?
A.

Female

B.

Male

-» i.\-
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97. Is your position here at Clemson primarily:
A. Instructional based (at least 75%)
B. Research based (at least 75%)

C. A somewhat equal combination of instruction and research
D.

Public service/extension

E. Administration (50% or more of your time)
Other (Please specify this in the comment space to the right)

98. Have you ever been or are you currently a Faculty Senate
representative or alternate?
A.

Yes

B.

No

99. To which college are you primarily assigned?
A. Agriculture, Forestry and Life Science
B. Engineering and Science
C.

Architecture, Art and Humanities

D.

Business and Public Affairs

E. Health, Education and Human Development
100A. If you are in the Library, please fill in "A" on # 100

Part V—Please also respond to the six questions below on the lower half
of each side of the Scantron form. Again, if you need more space, attach
a separate piece of paper and note which question you are answering.
101. What would you say provides the biggest support of your success
here at Clemson? What is the biggest obstacle?

102. How can the Faculty Senate improve its effectiveness in represent
ing the needs of the faculty?

103. If you could change one thing about Clemson University to im
prove the work environment for faculty, what would it be?

104. What issues do you feel need the direct attention of the Faculty
Senate over the next few years?

105. How successful do you feel the recent restructuring has been for
the University?

106. How do you feel about the working relationship between the
faculty and administration on a department level, school level if
applicable, college level and university wide?

v
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1.

0

2.

0

3.

0

4.

0

5.

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

6.

0

G

0

0

0

0

G

0

0

0

8.

0

0

0

0

0

9.

0

G

0

0

0

10.

O

0

0

0

0

11.

Q

G

0

0

0

12.

0

G

0

0

0

13.

0

0

0

0

0

14.

0
0
0
0
0
G

G

0

0

0

G

0

O

0

G

0

0

0

0

0

O

0

G

O

0

0

G

O

O

0

0
O

G
G
Q
0
Q
0
0
G
0

O

0

o

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

28.

0
0
0
0
0
0
O

29.

O

30.

0

31.

G

32.

G

33.

G

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

0
G
G
0
G

O 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 G 0
GOO
O 0 0
0 0 0
0

0

0

0

O

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

O

0

34.

G

G

0

35.

G

G

0

0

o

36.

G

0

0

0

0

37.

G

G

0

O

0

38.

0
G
G
G
G
O
G
G
G
G
G
G
Q

G

O

0

0

G

0

0

0

G

0

0

0

0

0

O

0

G

0
0
O 0
G O
0 0
© o
G 0
G 0
G o

0

o

G

0
O
0
0
o
0
0

0
0
o
0
o
0
0

o

o

39.
40.
41.

42.
43.
44.

45.
46.
47.
48.
I

Q
0

0
0

7.

15.

I

G
0
0

49.
50.

You may add written comments to any of the item responses. Make sure you note
the item number to which your comment corresponds. If you need more room, you
may include additional sheets of paper.
Item#

Item#

Item#

Item#

Item*

Item#

101. What would you say provides the biggest support of your success here at
Clemson? What is the biggest obstacle?

102. How can the Faculty Senate improve its effectiveness in representing the needs of
the faculty?

103. If you could change one thing about Clemson University to improve the work
environment for faculty, what would it be?
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51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.

65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.

94.
95.
96.
97.

98.
99.
100.

0
0
0
0
o
0
o
o
o
o
o
o
0
0
o
o
o
o
0
0
0
o
o
0
o
0
0
0
o
o
o
0
0
o
o
0
0
0
o
o
0
0
o
0
o
0
o
o
o
0

0
o
o
o
©
o
o
0
o
o

0

0

0

0

O

0

0

0

0

0

0

o

0

0

o

0

o

o

0

0

o

0

0

0

0

0

o

0

o

o

©
0
©
©
o
©
o
o
o
o
o
©
0
0
o
o
o
o
o
0
0
o
o
o
0
0
o
©
o
0
0
o
o
o
0
0
0
©
o
©

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
o
o

o
o
0
o
o
o

0
0
O
O
O
0
0
0
0
0

o
O
O
O
O
O
o
o
o
O

o
0
0
0
0
0
o
o
o
0

0
O
0
0
0

0
O
O
o
0

0
0
0
o
o

0
0

O
O

0
0

0 O
0 0
0 o
0 o
O O
0 o
0 0
o o
0 O
0 o
0 0
o o
O O
0 o
0 O
o o
O 0

0
o
o
o
0
o
o
o
0
o
o
o
0
o
O
o
0

You may add written comments to any of the item responses. Make sure you note
the item number to which your comment corresponds. If you need more room, you
may include additional sheets of paper.
Item#

Item#

Item#

Item#

Item#

Item#

104. What issues do you feel need the direct attention of the Faculty Senate over the
next few years?

105. How successful do you feel the recent restructuring has been for the University

106. How do you feel about the working relationship between the faculty and
administration on a department level, school level if applicable, college level a
university wide?
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April 5, 1999

To:

John Leininger
Department of Graphic Communications
G-01 Tillman Hall

Enclosed you will find a copy of the 1999 Faculty Senate Survey. This is an update of the survey that
was done in 1996, with several changes to focus the survey on concerns facing the university today.
It is extremely important that the Faculty Senate stay in touch with the critical issues for the faculty.
Responses to the 1996 survey helped set the goals of various committees over the past few years and
has had an impact on how Senate meetings are now structured.The Survey has also provided us with
documented opinion data to support the Faculty Senate's efforts.
When this survey was done in 1996 we received an amazing return of almost 70%, making it clear
that the faculty needed the opportunity to share their concerns regarding their working conditions. In
response to this need, the Faculty Senate has worked to improve communication between the faculty
and the Senate, including this year's department visits by the current Faculty Senate President, Pat
Smart, and Vice-President/President-Elect Horace Skipper. It was also decided that, now that we are
a few years down the road from the implementation of the University restructuring, it is time once
again to check more formally exactly what is the sense of the faculty.
Please take a few minutes to fill out this survey on the enclosed Scantron form, adding any addi
tional comments you wish, and return it in the addressed envelope to the Faculty Senate office by
April 23rd. The Welfare Committee will work to tabulate the information during the summer and
will have the summary data and comments available at the Fall Convocation and Faculty Meeting in
August. The 1999-00 Faculty Senate will use this information to help plan their priorities for the
coming academic year.
The identification number on the survey will be used only for follow-up reminders to non-respon
dents. To protect your confidentiality, responses will be summarized and reported only as grouped
data. Your responses will never be associated with your name.

Thank you for your time and effort in thoughtfully completing this survey. We are hoping for a
response similar in size to that we achieved in the 1996 Survey, so please let us know what you are
thinking and encourage other faculty in your department to do the same!
Sincerely,

Pat Smart

John Leininger, Chair

Faculty Senate President

Faculty Senate Welfare Committee
G-01 Tillman Hall

ljohn@clemson.edu
656-3447
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Policy Committee Report
Meeting of February 16, 1999

Present: Policy Committee members: Jim Acton, Jerry Christenbury, Eleanor Hare, Martin
Jacobi, Subrata Saha, Matt Saltzman, John Huffman (chair). Also, Provost Rogers, Pat Smart,
Bob Waller.

(1) Ref: Jan. 22. Modifying Administrator Evaluation Particulars. Bob Waller. Approved.

(2) Ref: Jan 28. Refinements to the Administrator Evaluation System. Bob Waller. Changes: (a)
"a brief summary of the decision will be communicated to the department chair involved and
the chair of the evaluation committee." and (b) " the Provost shall formally review the
performance of deans before the end of the dean's [fifth] third year in office and every fifth
year thereafter, ..."

The question of evaluation of school directors was raised. When a department does not have a
chair, then the director needs to be evaluated by some means. The chair requested that a note
be made to pass this issue on to the next Policy Committee.
(3) Ref: Feb. 10. Placing More "Rigor" in Post-Tenure Review Language. Bob Waller.
Approved.
Provost Rogers requested the Committee to consider changing the requirement that a PostTenure Review will be Unsatisfactory only if both Department Committee and Chair find the
faculty member's work Unsatisfactory. There was no support for such a change on the
Committee.

(4) Ref: Jan. 28. Refinements in Post-Tenure Review Processes. Bob Waller. Changed (b.) to:
"b. a collegiate dean's third year review and the one for every fifth year thereafter ..."
One paragraph read "The section on 'Outcome' (page 30) would be revised to DROP the
reference to 'Excellent' since the decision has approved by CHE to adopt only a two-tiered
rating system consisting of 'Satisfactory' and 'Unsatisfactory.' Having effected a two-level
scale, it seems appropriate to drop the last sentence of this section." The "last sentence" in the
section on "Outcome" reads "To receive an 'Unsatisfactory' as the final rating, both the PTR
Committee and the Department Chair must so recommend." The Committee requested Bob
Waller to remove his last sentence that removed the last sentence in the section on "Outcome."

Approved as modified.

(5) Ref: Feb. 10. Extensions of Privileges for Emeritus Faculty. Bob Waller. Change to: "...
obtain Fike Field House membership, retain university computing services, and enjoy ..."
Approved as changed.

(6) Ref: Feb. 1. Revision of "W" Grade in Faculty Manual. Bob Waller. Approved
(7) Ref: Research Faculty Positions. John Huffman. Approved.

President Smart was requested to write a letter to John Kelly and to Linda Reardon, informing
them that there is no faculty position with the title "research professor" (with reference to a
letter proposing to appoint a new faculty member as a "research professor").

'
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(8) Ref: Feb. 5. Adding Overload Compensation to Dual Employment. Bob Waller. Approved.
(9) Ref: Jan. 28. Clarifying Inconsistency in Endowed Chairs Section. Bob Waller. Changed to
read "If the initial award carried a provision for a review, then such a review may be initiated
by the dean of the college at the request of the Tenure and Promotion or Personnel Committee.
If the holder of the chair or endowed professorship is the department chair, the dean of a
college may initiate..."

The Policy Committee requests that Best Practices be added to the Faculty Manual as an
appendix.
Approved as modified.

The next meeting of the PolicyCommittee will be: March3C at 3:30 p.m.

i
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1998 Cooperative Salary Study
Executive Summary
The 1998 Cooperative Salary Study is an annual report prepared by the Office of
Institutional Research for, and under the direction of, the Faculty Senate Budget Accountability
Committee. Each section details salary increases for all full-time, permanent employees of
Clemson University from December 5, 1997 through August 24, 1998.

Each report contains data compiledwithin Groups and Categories. Groups are
determined by the employee's home department code filed by departmental personnel when the

employee is hired or changes positions. Category codes are determined by the employee's title
code whenever possible. A determination was made by the Accountability Committee three
years ago that in some cases, title codes do not accurately reflect job duties. Therefore, an
attempt was made to categorize these exceptions manually. This process could be considered to
be somewhat less than desirable due to the subjectivity in determining the category for a

particular employee. However, the process is dynamic and input from all campus constituencies
is welcomed.

In some years, it is the case that the academic categories need to be further broken down
to reflect those faculty members who have converted from a 9 to 12 month status and from a 12
to 9 month status. Salary increases and decreases tend to skew average increases within groups

and categories containing these employees. This further segregation helps to ensure that as
accurate a picture as possible is presented.

Attached to this summary you will find several summary sheets detailing the findings ofthis
year's report. Sections (A)through (G) are defined as follows:

(A) Average Percent Salary Increase - This pie chart summarizes the overall pay
increase percentages for faculty, staff, and administration. This does not include
coaches, unclassified staff, and any 9 to 12 or 12 to 9 month converted employee.

(B) Average Percent Increase for All Employees Across Select Budget Centers - This
graph breaks out the average increases for the five University colleges, the library
and PSA.

(C) Average Percent Salary Increase by Budget Center - The columns are summarized
by the three overarching groups ofadministration, faculty, and staff. The rows
represent the various budget centers. Within each cell are the headcount and the
average increase given for all employees within that category and group. The types
of increases are broken out for each group, and are defined as follows:

•

Summ - the average increase either based on the total number ofemployees in a
particular section or on the number ofincreases given within the section;

•
•

Gen/CoL - the average general or cost of living increase;
Perf/Merit - the average performance or merit based increase;

•

Rec/Prom/Transf - the average increase for reclass, promotion, or transfer; and

•

Pay Adj/Misc - the average amount given asa miscellaneous pay adjustment.
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Each of the above columns contains an average increase. In the case of the summary

column, the count of employees considered in the average for either the total or the
number receiving increases for the section is noted above the average. On the
reports of average increases received, each column contains the count of employees
receiving a particular type of increase used to calculate the average.

(D) Average Percent Increase for All Employees in Group and Category, including the
Average Percent Increase for All Category 4 Employees. Details are attached for
Classified and Unclassified, with the Average Percent Increase for All Category 6

Faculty - Detail Breakout for Tenured, Not Tenured, Non-Tenure Track, and
Lecturers/Research Associates.

(E) Average Percent Increase for Employees Receiving Increases in Group and
Category including the Average Percent Increase for Category 4 Employees
Receiving Increases. Details are attached for Classified and Unclassified, with the
Average Percent Increase for Category 6 Faculty Receiving Increases - Detail
Breakout for Tenured, Not Tenured, Non-Tenure Track, and Lecturers/Research
Associates.

(F) Average Dollar Increase for All Employees in Group and Category; Average Dollar
Increase for All Category 4 Employees - Detail Breakout for Classified and
Unclassified; and Average Dollar Increase for All Category 6 Faculty - Detail
Breakout for Tenured, Not Tenured, Non-Tenure Track, and Lecturers/Research
Associates.

(G) Average Dollar Increase for Employees Receiving Increases in Group and Category;
Average Dollar Increase for Category 4 Employees Receiving Increases - Detail
Breakout for Classified and Unclassified; and Average Dollar Increase for Category

6 Faculty Receiving Increases - Detail Breakout for Tenured, Not Tenured, NonTenure Track, and Lecturers/Research' Associates.

Every effort was made to produce an accurate, understandable analysis ofsalary
increases for the past year, but as this document attempts to answer many questions within a
concise format, some further questions may occur. Please direct all questions to a member ofthe
Faculty Senate Accountability Committee.

Faculty
4.36%

Average Percent Salary Increase
December 1997 - October 1998

Staff

4.42%

'NOTE: There was a university-wide increase for all information technology staffduring this period.

Administration

3.97%

V

B
7.00%

6.00%

... -~^~~

December 1997 - October 1998

Agriculture,
Forestry and

Humanities

Arts and

4.26%

Public Affairs

Business and

4.25%

3.66%

and Science

Engineering

4.27%

3.89%

3.05%

4.03%

5.64%

4.24%

Library

3.79%

3.89%

4.96%

PSA

.

Life Sciences

3.45%

6.11%

4.08%

.

Average Percent Increase for All Employees Across Selected Budget Centers

5.00%

4.00%

3.00%

2.00%

1.00%

3.35%

4.30%

4.08%

0.00%

3.58%

3.75%

Health,

Administration

3.78%

Human

Education and

 Faculty

Architecture,

 Staff

*NOTE: There was a university-wide increase for all information technology staff during this period.

1.69%

4

3.04%

27

4.24%

2

3.05%

18

3.66%

23

5.81%

5

3.01%

2

4.26%

15

2.94%

7

3.45%

14

3.35%

21

Summary"

A

37

4.96%

•

.

General

0.50%

1.69%

0.91%

1.02%

0.16%

0.44%

3.06%

3.01%

1.72%

1.30%

0.54%

0.34%

-.

Pay Adjust

o.oov,

0.09V.

0.00'/

0.00°/

o.oovl

0.00°/

0.00"/,

o.oov.

0.00°/

0.00%

0.00%

o.oov.

,

.

.

.

•Summary J
198

3.58%

198

4.30%

119

6.11%

261

4.25%

108

3.89%

29

5.64%

2

5.95%

4

3.89%

•

1998

Genera,

3.03%

3.61%

2.31%

3.01%

3.25%

2.13%

1.18%

3.89%

Faculty

o.oov.

0.00%

0.83%

0.19%

0.32%

0.87%

0.55%

0.10%

PerfW iRec/pramo
0.51%

0.02%

2.90%

0.93%

0.41%

2.34%

4.76%

0.00%

O.OOV.

0.00V.

0.34V.

0.04V.

-0.01V.

0.02V.

0.13V.

-0.06V.

IPay Adjust

3.79V.

619

4.23%

10

4.11%

166

4.03%

62

4.27%

90

4.08%

158

11.03%

167

3.92%

134

4.08%

45

4.72%

52

3.75%

41

3.78%

256

Summary

Average Percent Salary Increases by Budget Center
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1.77%

0.00%

0.24%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

 Pert' : iRec/Promo?

Administration

3.01%

2.81%

1.64%

2.55%

0.00%

2.74%

3.21%

2.89%

3.23%

1.89%

0.00%

2.68%

•

Total ofall employees with the exception of coaches and conversions (9 to 12, 12 to 9).

W&« Centers
Sciences

Agriculture, Forestry and Life

Humanities

Architecture, Arts and

Athletics

Business and Public Affairs

Chief Financial Officer

Division of Computing and
Information Technology

Engineering and Science

Health, Education and Human
Development

Library

Provost and VP for Academic
4

Affairs

tyy^C* President ,V,^

\JX*ZpY
PSA
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•

•

Staff

2.38%

2.49%

2.31%

2.47%

2.45%

2.46%

2.38%

2.80%

2.35%

2.56%

1.21%

1.78%

1.14%

1.26%

0.99%

0.45%

0.55%

0.88%

0.00%

0.93%

0.96%

0.37V.

0.54%

0.62%

0.27%

0.66%

0.63%

0.77%

0.74%

0.80%

1.92%

0.39%

0.26%

0.03V

O.OOV.

0.16V.

0.13%

0.04V.

O.OOV,

7.35V.

0.17V,

0.17V,

o.oov.

0.08V.

o.oov.

' Peril &S5553 mrpi

2.49%

0.94V.

General

2.45V.

**

tyf&* Budget Centers •
Secretary to the Board

Student Affairs

Advancement

University Administration and

University Facilities

Totals

University Grand

:

.

>

.

Summary

' :

1

4.76%

4

2.54%

3

3.73%

183

3.97%

• General *

0.74%

2.09%

0.68%

lOl

O.OOV

O.OOV

O.OOV.

fPayAdJust:

1998

2.96%

2.49%

Summary -General

1

2.49%

920

4.36%

Faculty

-Pert-'

0.00%

0.86%

0.38%

0.00%

Rec/Promo

0.03V

O.OOV.

r Pay Adjust

18

3.32%

304

4.23%

132

3.42%

373

3.97%

2627

4.42%

Staff

2.38%

2.44%

2.43%

2.22%

0.90%

1.12%

0.69%

0.82%

1.10%

0.55%

0.51%

0.30%

0.79%

0.00%

0.55V

-0.04V.

O.OOV.

0.19V.

O.OOV

lieSrfR JRetfPrOffttl ^'Pay'/«

2.46%

Summary? 1General-

Average Percent Salary Increases by Budget Center

0.40V.

0.00%

0.00%

;Rec/Promo>

Administration

1.87%

1.64%

2.56%

Page 2
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Cooperative Salary Study
The 1998 Cooperative Salary Study is anannual report prepared by the Office of Institutional
Research for, and under the direction of, the Faculty Senate Budget Accountability Committee. The
Senate Accountability Committee is comprised of representation from academics, administration, the
Classified Staff Commission, and the Office of Institutional Research. This is the third year of this

particular study, and represents an additional phase ofthe Freedom of Information Act report kept on
file in the University's Cooper Library.

The Cooperative Salary Study is organized into two major sections:

& University Summaries

& Budget Center Summaries.

Within each section is a detailed report ofsalary increases for all full-time, permanent employees of
Clemson University during a period oftime selected by the Faculty Senate Budget Accountability
Committee members. The increases were tabulated from personnel system transactions for a period

between December 5, 1997 (the ending date of last year's study) and August 24, 1998 (a freeze date

after increases had been posted). The details contained in each ofthe two major sections are as follows:
• Average Percent Increase for All Employees in Group and Category;

• Average Percent Increase for All Category 4Employees - Details for Classified and Unclassified;
• Average Percent Increase for All Category 6Faculty - Detail Breakout for Tenured, Not Tenured,
Non-Tenure Track, and Lecturers/Research Associates;

• Average Dollar Increase for All Employees in Group and Category;

• Average Dollar Increase for All Category 4Employees - Detail Breakout for Classified and
Unclassified; and

• Average Dollar Increase for All Category 6Faculty - Detail Breakout for Tenured, Not Tenured,
Non-Tenure Track, and Lecturers/Research Associates.

In addition to the reports ofaverage increases for all employees within a particular Budget Center,

Group, and Category, there are reports that tabulate the average increases based on acount of only those

employees who received increases. These reports are as follows:

Average Percent Increase for Employees Receiving Increases inGroup and Category;

Average Percent Increase for Category 4Employees Receiving Increases - Detail Breakout for
Classified and Unclassified;

Average Percent Increase for Category 6Faculty Receiving Increases - Detail Breakout for Tenured,

Not Tenured, Non-Tenure Track, and Lecturers/Research Associates;

Average Dollar Increase for Employees Receiving Increases in Group and Category;

Average Dollar Increase for Category 4Employees Receiving Increases - Detail Breakout for
Classified and Unclassified; and

Average Dollar Increase for Category 6Faculty Receiving Increases - Detail Breakout for Tenured,

NotTenured, Non-Tenure Track, and Lecturers/Research Associates.

*ir

Each report contains datacompiled within Groups and Categories. Groups are determined by the
employee's home department code filed by departmental personnel when the employee is hired or
changes positions. Category codes are determined by the employee's title code whenever possible. A
determination was made by the Accountability Committee three years ago that in some cases, title codes
do not accurately reflect job duties. Therefore, an attempt was made to categorize these exceptions

manually. This process could beconsidered to be somewhat less than desirable due to the subjectivity in
determining the category for a particular employee.

The five groups determined by an employee's home department code are Academic,
Administrative, PSA, Athletics, and Auxiliaries. These groups tend to loosely follow funding lines
within the University. Within the five groups are nine categories:
•
•

Category 1~ General Administrative
Category 2 - Academic Administration - Level 1

• Category 3 - Academic Administration - Level 2
• Category 4 - Administrative Support - Level 1
• Category 5 - Administrative Support - Level 2

Category 6 - Faculty
Category 7 - Coaches
Category 8 - Information
Technology - Level 1
Category 9 - Information
Technology - Level 2

Insome years, it is the case that the academic categories need to be further broken down to
reflect those faculty members who have converted from a 9 to 12 month status and from a 12 to 9month
status. Salary increases and decreases tend to skew average increases within groups and categories
containing these employees. This further segregation helps to ensure that as accurate a picture as
possible is presented.

Interest was also shown in details regarding the mix of classified vs. unclassified employees

within Category 4. Therefore, a separate report was created to answer these inquiries. Likewise, a
separate report by faculty rank gives amore detailed analysis offaculty increases for the year.
Each group has five columns ofinformation with regard to the different types ofincreases
tabulated by category:

• Summ - the average increase either based on the total number ofemployees in a particular section or
the increases given within the section;
• Gen/CoL - the average general or cost of living increase;
• Perf/Merit - the average performance or merit based increase;

• Rec/Prom/Transf - the average increase for reclass, promotion, or transfer; and

• Pay Adj/Misc - the average amount given as a miscellaneous pay adjustment.
Each ofthe above columns contains an average increase. Inthe case of the summary column, the count

of employees considered in the average for either the total or the number receiving increases for the

section is noted above the average. On the reports ofaverage increases received, each column contains
the count ofemployees receiving a particular type ofincrease used to calculate the average.

Every effort was made to produce an accurate, understandable analysis of salary increases for the
past year, but as this document attempts to answer many questions within aconcise format, some further
questions may occur. Please direct all questions either to the Office of Institutional Research or to a
member of the Faculty Senate Accountability Committee.
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D

LEVEL 1

ADMINISTRATION -

ACADEMIC

ADMINISTRATIVE

GENERAL

Category
Description

Category

1

2

3

ADMINISTRATION -

ACADEMIC
LEVEL 2
3a

ADMINISTRATION LEVEL 2 - 9 to 12 Month

ACADEMIC

ADMINISTRATIVE
SUPPORT - LEVEL 2

ADMINISTRATIVE
SUPPORT - LEVEL 1

ADMINISTRATION LEVEL 2-12 to 9 Month

ACADEMIC

3b

4

5

6

FACULTY

INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY - LEVEL 1

COACH

FACULTY -12 to 9 Month

6b

7

8

9

INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY - LEVEL 2

Counts

18

32

133

2

1

413

1,951

920

31

51

23

240

Summ
2

3.58%
25
3.04%
96

3.66%
1

42.41%
1
6.83%
67

5.20%
686

3.83%
915
4.36%
30
0.96%

20

9.56%
195

9.60%

Merit

Perf/

5.71%

5.74%

0.00%

0.03%

0.04%

0.20%

0.00%

0.01%

0.00%

Pay
Adj/
Misc

Av erage

0.98%

0.56%

0.00%

0.39%

0.30%

1.54%

0.00%

42.41%

0.07%

0.00%

Red
Prom
/Transf

Academic

CoL

Gen/

1.99% 1.58%

2.55% 0.49%

2.77% 0.81%

3.99% 2.84%

2.37% 1.09%

2.47% 1.02%

3.05% 0.89%

0.83% 0.12%

2.49% 0.77%

2.43% 0.48%

* Transaction dates include 12/05/97 - 08/24/98

Perf/

Prom

Rec/

Misc

Adj/

Pay

IAdministrative\
Merit /Transf

0.67%

0.21%

0.00%

0.00%

0.06%

0.02%

0.00%

CoL

1.55%

2.67%

1.53%

0.86%

0.68%

1.06%

0.23%

0.34%

Gen/

1.21%

2.46%

2.41%

2.39%

2.49%

2.40%

Summ

4.26%

10

2.49%

2

0.00%

1

3.89%

4

3.66%

402

4.02%

205

4.89%

32

6.72%

3

3.36%

2

in

Red

Adj/

Pay

0.00%

0.00%

0.10%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

5.17%

2

5.25%

51

4.96%

38

3.87%

12

0.83%

3

2.99%

3

9.09%

1

Summ

IAthletics]

Red

Adj/

Pay

Merit /Transf Misc

Perf/

0.00%

CoL

9.09%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

2.48% j 0.00% 2.48%

I

|

0.00%

2.79%

0.32%

2.13%

2.49%

2.68%

0.00%

3.87%

0.83%

2.99%

Gen/

Prom

Grouj7 and Category - IJniversity,Summary

Ipsa |
Prom

Merit /Transf Misc

1.71%

0.55%

0.27%

0.00%

0.65%

0.00%

Perf/

0.58%

0.93%

0.93%

0.00%

0.00%

1.12%

3.59%

CoL

3.36%

3.13%

2.60%

2.44%

2.46%

3.89%

2.49%

2.49%

0.00%

Gen/

Perceiit In creas efor All Employees

Summ
13
2.76%
1

2.67%
1

3.99%
1

0.86%

105
3.45%
633

4.18%
1

2.49%

26
2.83%

Summ

1

2.49%

24

3.28%

192

3.64%

1

7.36%

7

6.93%

2.45%

2.49%

4.87%

0.51%

0.79%

Pay

1.02%

0.60%

1.78%

0.09%

0.00%

Perf/
Prom
Adj/
Merit /Transf Misc

Red

[Auxiliaries}

Gen/
CoL

2.49%

1.65%

2.49%

2.48%

It

D1

Unclassified

Classified

Category
Description

Category

4

6

Tenured

Not Tenured

Non-Tenure Track

Associate

Lecturer/Research

6b

Tenured

Not Tenured

Non-Tenure Track

Associate

Lecturer/Research

Count

195

218

596

155

92

77

25

1

2

3

57

Summ

5.59%
10

2.98%

596
4.59%
154

4.26%
91
3.40%

74

3.86%
25

0.39%
1

0.00%
2
1.86%
2

7.64%

Prom
Misc

Pay
Adj/

Summ

{Administrative]
Perf/
Misc

Pay
Adj/

Red

Gen /

Merit /TransJ

Prom

CoL

0.33%

0.42%

0.00%

0.02%

0.67%

0.77%

2.47%

1.95%

4.13%

180

3.22%

25

Summ

0.96%

0.73%

Perf/
Merit

\PSA\
Gen/
CoL

2.49%

2.43%

Red

Pay

0.12%

0.00%

Prom
Adj/
/Transf Misc

0.00%

0.63%

3.87%

12

Summ

Merit

Perf/

\Athletics\

CoL

0.00%

Gen/

3.87%

Red
Prom
/Transf

2.49%

0.00%

1

3.57%
1

3.49%
2

4.25%

1

0.00%

3.57%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

3.49%

4.25%

0.00%

0.00%

Pay
Adj/
Misc

Average Percent Increasefor Category 4 - Classified and Unclassified Details - University Summary
Academic
Perf/

/Trans)

3.49%

Red

Gen /

Merit

0.13%

3.14%

12

93

CoL

1.81%

0.61%

2.49%

1

Average Percent Increasefor Category 6 - Faculty Details - University Summary

0.20% -0.03%

0.40% -0.01%

0.00%

2.45% 1.20%

1.91% 0.45%

3.20% 1.00%

3.19% 0.90%

0.00%

0.53%

0.77%

0.22%

2.24% 0.38%

2.52% 0.58%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

1.86%

0.00%

0.00%

0.39%

7.64%

elude 12/05/97* Transaction dates include
U/05/97- 08/24/98

Summ

20

3.44%

4

2.49%

_

Gen/
CoL

0.95%

Perf/
Merit

Pay

0.00%

Prom
Adj/
/Transf Misc

Red

\Auxiliaries\

2.49%

2.49%

LEVEL 1

ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION -

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE

Category
Description

Category

1

2

3

LEVEL 2

ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION -

3a

ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION -

LEVEL 2

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT -

LEVEL 1

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT -

LEVEL 2 - 12 to 9 Month

/ ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION 4

S

6

FACULTY

LEVEL 1

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY -

COACH

FACULTY - 12 to 9 Month

6b

7

8

9

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY LEVEL 2

Summ
2

3.58%
23

3.30%
90

3.91%
1

^2.41%
1

6.83%
64

5.44%
672

3.91%
812

4.91%

Pay

14

Summ

CoL

Merit

Perf/

7

Gen/

5

1

2.88%!
t

Red
Pay
Prom
Adj/
/Transf Misc

[Administrative]

11

3.26% 3.14%
1

Summ

Perf/
Merit

| PSA |
Gen/
CoL

Red

Pay

Prom
Adj/
/Transf Misc

Summ

3

1

9.09%

Red

2

5.36%

1

4.03% 14.23%

2.49%

Pay

•

16.54%

1

Perf/ Prom
Adj/
Merit /Transf Misc

\Athletics\

Gen/
CoL
2

2.99%

1
2

3.36%
1

2.99%

9.09%
3.36%

10.77%

3
3

3|
6.72%

3.13%

2.67%

2.67%

1

1
12

3
29

4.22%

10

31

2.49%

4.22%

36

1

2.49%

36

9.42%

1

1

1.54% 18.24%

49

2

2.62%

2.87%

1
0.86%

198

3.98%

19

5.23%

11

199

2.52%

200

0.76%

11

4.16%

394

5.64%

1:
394

1.87%

6.65% 21.06%

14

2.51%

5.05%

102

381

3.73%

10

2.60%

3.89%

5.17%

2

7.04%

27

4

1.53%'

1
0.86%

105

2.17%

33
3.45% 2.48%

357

l

3.89%

2

1

1.88% 11.08%

608

609

l|

4.34% 2.49%

1|

2.49% 2.49%

2

2.49%
6

38

4

3.99% 2.46%

7|

5.03%] 1.67%

1

Average Percent Increasefor Employees Receiving Increases - University Summary

Red

Adj/

Academic
Prom

Merit /Transf Misc

1

Perf/

1|

2

1

42.41%

8]
9

42

1.86%

3.12%

8.57%

8.26%

25J

12.86%' 2.70%

5

1.31%

CoL
1

7

3.99% 3.16%
22

37

2.90% 1.74%
86

1

3.10% 2.10%

1

36

3.99% 2.84%
64

290

2.48% 2.03%
668

255

2.54% 2.41%
792

1

3.52% 3.20%

4

6.24% 3.71%

10

2.49%

10

1

10

6

2.49% 2.58% 11.24% 11.47%
1

25

3

25

6.50%

98

1.87%

9.60%| 11.36%

20!

2.49%

37

4.26%

190

5.36%

2.49% 2.52%

2.95% 2.49%

2.02%

20

3.31%

Gen/

5 I
5.74%

20

9.56%
190

9.85%

ran—Von d^"iincl"^J2/0^/(i7- 08/14W

Gen/
CoL

7

2.49%

1

2.49%

189

2.49%

24

3.85%

3

4.87%

1

2.79%

35

3.80%

5

7.13%

1

6.74%

17

6.24%

2

4.37%

4

Red
Pay
Perf/
Prom
Adj/
Merit /Transf Misc

[Auxiliaries

Summ

1

2.48%

2.49%

1

2.49%

24

3.28%

189

3.70%

1

7.36%

7

6.93%

E1

Associate

Lecturer/Research

Non-Tenure Track

Not Tenured

Tenured

Unclassified

Classified

Category Description

Category

4

6

6b

Tenured

Non-Tenure Track

Lecturer/Research
Associate

Academic
Perf/

Pay
Adj/

Red

Merit /Trans/
Misc

Prom

CoL

Gen/

3

34

3.06%

2

2.46%

8

56

2

2.49% 2.02% 12.86%
8

198

29

10

|Adminis trative\
Perf/
Misc

Pay
Adj/

Red

Merit /Trans/

25

Gen/
CoL

2.02%

9

Perf/
Merit

| PSA|

25

2.49%

Summ

1

3.22%

40

Prom

CoL

Gen /

6
1.67%

173

4.42%

Summ
30
5.04%

174

2.53%

12

i

2.08%
1

4.30%

93

3.49% 2.47%

3

4.99%

93

9

3.09%

3.14% 2.60%

1

1

2.49% 2.49%

1

3.57%
1

3.49%
2

4.25%

1
3.57%

1

3.49%
2
4.25%

Red

Prom
/Transf

17

Pay
Adj/
Misc

6.65% 21.06%

Summ

11

4.22%

Merit

Perf/

\Athletics\

CoL

Gen/

11

4.22%

.

Red
Prom
/Transf

Pay
Adj/
Misc

.

Summ

20

Gen/
CoL

3.80%

5

Perf/
Merit

Pay

Prom
Adj/
/Transf Misc

Red

[Auxiliaries

20

2.49%

2.49%

4

3.44%

4

2.49%

Average Percent Increasefor Category 6 Receiving Increases - Faculty Details - University Summary

2.39% 2.27%

573

1

-2.50%

2

8.32% -0.85%

5

5

3.86%| 6.31%

36

3.33% 3.02%
118

4.16%
7

0.39%

45

4.53% 4.97% 14.10%

1

14

5.54% 39.16%

3

56
3.33% 3.07%

2

1

Average Percent Increasefor Category 4 Receiving Increases - Classified and Unclassified Details - University Summary

Summ
56

5.68%
8

3.72%

581

4.71%
126

5.21%
47

6.58%
58

4.92%
2

4.84%
1

4.84%

1

3.71%

2

7.64%

3.71%
2

7.64%

* Transact,' ion dates include 12/05/97- 08/24/98

LEVEL 1

ADMINISTRATION -

ACADEMIC

ADMINISTRATIVE

GENERAL

Category
Description

Category

1

2

3

ADMINISTRATION -

ACADEMIC
LEVEL 2
3a

LEVEL.2 -9 to 12 Month

ACADEMIC
ADMINISTRATION -

ADMINISTRATIVE
SUPPORT - LEVEL 2

ADMINISTRATIVE
SUPPORT - LEVEL 1

LEVEL 2-12 to 9 Month

ACADEMIC
ADMINISTRATION -

3b

4

5

6
FACULTY

INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY - LEVEL 1

COACH

FACULTY - 12 to 9 Month

6b

7

8

9

INFORMATION

TECHNOLOGY - LEVEL 2

Count

18

32

133

2

1

413

1,951

920

31

51

23

240

Summ
2

4,444
25

3,041
96

2,507
1

25,314
1

4,701
67

1,894
686
987
915

2,335
30

385

20

4,879
195

3,341

Perf/

Red

Pay

2,101

2,801

0

-5

8

93

0

9

0

Prom
Adj/
/Transf Misc

0

22

25,314

0

372

61

184

0

413

281

Summ
13

2,693
1

2,970
1

3,321
1
990

105

1,567
633

927
1

1,532

26
716

Pay

{Administrative]
Red

Adj/

Perf/

Prom

Merit /Transf Misc

129

50

0

0

13

9

0

CoL

1,462

2,970

1,262

990

339

233

79

135

Gen/

1,231

2,059

1,085

552

1,532

587

Summ
2

3,797
3

6,875
32

3,224

205

1,595
402
918
4

1,411
1
0

2

858
10

1,130

Pay
Adj/

IPSAI

Misc

Red

Perf/

Prom

Merit /Transf

3,727

1,104

201

66

0

147

0

0

0

0

1

71

0

0

0

CoL

344

0

Gen/

3,797

3,147

1,776

360

234

963

616

0

280

0

1,411

858

703

Summ

1,294

2

2,671

51

1,060

38

2,204

12

872

3

2,584

3

11,499

1

Perf/

/Transf

Prom

Misc

Pay
Adj/

[Athletics]

Merit

0

CoL

11,499

0

0

474

0

0

0

0

586

98

615

0

0

1,325

679

1,247

2,204

872

2,584
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3
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1,545
394

629
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9

964
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1,994

573

1,299

14

2,172

7

1,574

36
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To: Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman
Thru: Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart

From:
Re:

<

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant /@rf<UJiy&\.

Refinements to the Administrator Evaluation System

Last Spring the Faculty Senate proposed and the Board
of Trustees approved the institution of a new system for the
evaluation of academic affairs administrators (see pages 11-

12 and 106-107 of the August 1998 Faculty Manual).

The

system was used initially last spring in the review of three
collegiate deans. That experience and the institution of
Post-Tenure Review suggest the incorporation of certain re
finements in the system.

Presently the system affects department chairs and

collegiate deans. Vice provosts, assistant/associate deans,
school directors, and other directors who hold tenure in an
academic unit would continue to be evaluated by their im
mediate supervisor. Last year's experience strongly sug

gests the need to provide: some procedural refinements, a
reguirement for reporting the results once an academic ad
ministrator has been reviewed, and a stipulation that the
evaluation forms be destroyed once the decision is made.

To accomplish these objectives, the following additions
to the Faculty Manual in Section L. "Review of Academic Ad
ministrators" (pages 11-12) are proposed:

In paragraph one change the second sentence to read
(new language underscored; deleted language bracketed) and
add the underlined sentences:

"Thus, appointment to an administrative position,
whether it be to a department chairmanship, a directorship,

a deanship, [etc.,] or a proyostship does not assure contin
uance in office for any specific period of time.

These in

dividuals serve at the pleasure of their supervisors and
will be subject to periodic review as outlined below in lieu
of Post-Tenure Review. Individuals wishing to substitute
administrative review for Post-Tenure Review must submit

parallel documentation." {proposed change dated Jan. 22,'99}
In paragraph two, the following changes/additions need
to be made:

"Such evaluations shall employ the standard Clemson Univer

sity form for the evaluation of administrators submitted to
the chair of the evaluation committee and will involve the

faculty most affected by a particular administrator as well

VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS & PROVOST
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as that administrator's supervisor.
In all instances of an
administrator's review, a comment period of [30] 15. days
shall be provided.
The affected faculty or constituent
group is defined as follows: a) all tenured and tenure-track
members of a department and b) all continuing members of the
appropriate collegiate faculty for academic deans."

In paragraph three the second sentence would be revised
to read:

"Three members shall be selected from a slate of nominees or

volunteers generated by faculty/staff from the administra
tor's constituent group by the Faculty Senate Advisory Com
mittee before the close of the Fall

semester."

Paragraph four will need to be changed as follows with
new language underscored in the added sentence:
"Subseguently. a brief summary of the decision will be com
municated to the department chair involved and the evalua
tion committee."

Similarly, paragraph five would be modified to read as
follows:

"Likewise, the Provost shall formally review the per
formance of deans before the end of the dean's [fifth] third

year in office and every fifth year thereafter, consulting
especially with department chairs and directors as well as
with [representative] faculty through the administrator
evaluation system.
The Provost will report his/her con
clusion to the Dean and the evaluation committee.
Likewise,
the President of the University shall review the performance
of the Provost before the end of the Provost's fifth year in
office and every fifth year thereafter, consulting especial
ly with academic deans and with representative department
chairs and faculty [, where feasible].
The President's
conclusion will be communicated to the University communi
ty."

The last paragraph would be amended with these addi
tional sentences.

"The accumulated administrator evaluation forms would be

sent to Records Management and saved for five years.

These

evaluations should also be made available to the next evalu
ation committee."

These changes would become effective upon approval by
the Faculty Senate, the Provost, the President, and the
Board of

c.c:

Trustees.

President Constantine W.

Curris

Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers
Administrative Intern Doris R.

Helms

1998-99 Policy Committee Members
Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie
I V
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To:

Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman

Thru:

Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart

From:

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant S-A-lvoMt^

Re:

,

Refinements in Post-Tenure Review Processes

As the faculty and administration begin the first of
the six-year cycles for post-tenure review, the Provost and
the Executive/Advisory Committee of the Faculty Senate have
determined that certain general policies need interpretation
and refinement in order to make the system work effectively
and efficiently. Also, the CHE has approved the use of a
two-tiered scale for the Post-Tenure Review assessment. Some

of these changes need to be incorporated into the Faculty
Manual.

Among the clarifications is the section on "Scope"

(page 28) addressing a possible exception for retiring
faculty and for college deans and department chairs.

The

relevant section would be revised as follows (new language
underscored):

"SCOPE: All faculty members holding a tenured faculty

position shall be subject to post-tenure review except:
a. a faculty member planning to retire by August 15th
of the same academic year in which the post-tenure re

view would occur providing that s/he signs a binding
letter of intent to retire thereby waiving the posttenure review.

b. a collegiate dean will substitute his/her third year

reappointment review and the one for every fifth year
thereafter for the post-tenure review.

c. a department chair's second year review and the one
for every fourth year thereafter will substitute for
the post-tenure review.
d. an academic administrator returning to the disci

plinary department would be subject to post-tenure re
view during the third year after rejoining the department."

Another necessary adjustment is the option of linking

post-tenure review with promotion and tenure reviews in
order to reduce the paperwork and time commitments,

Thus, a

new section 8. under "Procedures" would be added on page 30
as

follows:

VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS & PROVOST
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8. Promotion can be counted as post-tenure review at any
time within the 6-vear cycle, but it must be counted as
ii

post-tenure review if promotion occurs in the 6th year of
the cycle.

If a faculty member desires to be considered for

promotion at a time other than that reguired bv his/her 6th
year in the cycle for by the departmental bylaws established
to identify colleagues during the first six years), s/he can
choose also to be considered for post-tenure review at the

same time. Otherwise, s/he may choose to be considered only
for promotion, leaving post-tenure review to be done sepa
rately as per the designated review schedule.
In addition to the materials needed for promotion re

view, the post-tenure review file would need to include:—(a)
two additional years of student evaluations and Form 3's;
(b) a plan for continued professional growth; fc) detailed
information about anv sabbaticals; and fd) any additional
materials deemed necessary for post-tenure review bv depart

mental bylaws. The time clock for post-tenure review is re
set at this time.

"If the applicant is promoted, then the post-tenure
review decision would automatically be considered to be "sa

tisfactory."

The time clock for post-tenure review is reset

at this time.

"If the individual being considered for promotion/post-

tenure review is not promoted, s/he will be required to be
evaluated for post-tenure review at the time normally as
signed or during the 6th year after the last post-tenure re-

The section on "Outcome" (page 30) would be revised to
DROP the reference to "Excellent" since the decision has

approved by CHE to adopt only a two-tiered rating system
consisting of "Satisfactory" and "Unsatisfactory."
************************************************************

In this manner the current Post-Tenure Review policies

would be brought into conformity with announced practices.
c.c:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers
Institutional Research Director David B. Fleming

Executive Secretary J. Thornton Kirby
Administrative Intern Doris R.

Helms

1998-99 Policy Committee Members
Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie
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To: Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman
Thru: Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart i

From: Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant tf.ftiCVaiZfcRe: Modifying Administrator Evaluation Particulars
Now that academic affairs administrators (collegiate

deans and department chairs) may substitute their periodic

reappointment evaluations for the newly instituted system of
post-tenure review (see joint E-Mail communique from Provost
Rogers and President Smart dated 9/23/98, Section 5), it is
necessary to modify that portion of the Faculty Manual deal
ing with "Review of Academic Administrators" (Section L.,
pages 11-12) in order to reflect the additional documenta
tion required to bring the two systems into parallel rigor.
The following change is proposed in Section L. by in

serting a new paragraph at the top of page 12 outlining the
materials to be provided the reviewing committee by the ad
ministrator under review (new language underscored):

"As part of the review process department chairs
and collegiate deans will supply the reviewing commit
tee with the following materials:

a plan for personal

professional growth, a vision statement for the unit's
future, a summary of activities and accomplishments
including research, teaching and public service since

the last review, and a roster of six references outside

the unit upon whom the committee could call for profes
sional perspective."

In this manner the body of material available in the
review of academic administrators would be comparable to the

information sought from faculty members in the post-tenure
review process.

c.c:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers
Institutional Research Director David B. Fleming
Executive Secretary J. Thornton Kirby
Adminstrative Intern Doris R. Helms

1998-99 Policy CommittggESterobers

Mesdames Brenda J. SmJHg\l«d Cathy T. Sturkie
VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS & PROVOST
206 Sikes Hall Box 3<ttiaW Clemson, SC 29634-5101
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To:

Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman

Thru:

Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart

From:

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant

Re:

Placing More "Rigor" in Post-Tenure Review Language
In order to assure the staff of the Commission on

Higher Education that indeed there is "rigor" expected in
the policy on post-tenure review, it is suggested that the
following underscored language be inserted at three differ
ent points in the current document on page 28 of the August
1998 Faculty Manual:

a.) Revise the opening sentence on "Purpose" to read as
follows:

"Post-tenure review (PTR) serves to evaluate rigorously
a faculty member's professional contributions."

b.) Under "Guidelines" add to the last sentence this
stress:

"...such guidelines must be consistent with the follow
ing principles to assure appropriate rigor:"
c.) Begin the section on "Procedure" as follows:
"To assure the necessary institutional rigor. the fol
lowing procedures must be used for Post-Tenure Review:"
************************************************************

With these three specific citations plus the guidelines
and procedures in place, one would hope that discerning re
viewers would find merit in these new practices.
c.c:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

Vice President/President Designate Horace D. Skipper
Executive Secretary J.Thornton Kirby
Institutional Research Director David B. Fleming
1998-99 Policy Committee members
Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie
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To: Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman
Thru: Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart ,

From:
Re:

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant^.^-CUaJm^
Inclusion of "Best Practices" References

As the Commission on Higher Education audits this in

stitution's compliance with the formulae for funding higher
education, it has become necessary to incorporate reference
to the eleven elements in the "Best Practices" document in
our personnel policies.

To satisfy the "performance indicator measures," the
following additions need to be made to existing August 1998
Faculty Manual statements concerning personnel reviews:

A.

At the bottom of page 24 in Part IV, Section D,

"Procedures for Renewal of Appointment, Tenure, and Promo
tion" add this sentence:

These written procedures must incorporate attention to
"Best Practices for a Performance Review System for
Faculty" numbers 1 through 11.

B.

In Section E. on "Annual Performance Evaluation"

(page 26) add this sentence at the end of the first para
graph:

These reviews must incorporate attention to "Best Prac
tices for a Performance Review System for Faculty" num
bers

C.

1

through 11.

To the newly instituted policy on "Post Tenure Re

view" (pages 28-30), add this statement as a second sentence
in the initial paragraph on "Guidelines" found on page 28:
These guidelines must incorporate attention to "Best
Practices for a Performance Review System for Faculty"
numbers 1 through 11.
************************************************************

The addition of these statements should clarify any am

biguity about this institution's compliance with the legis
lative mandate for performance funding. The CHE statement of
the eleven "Best Practices" will be added as an appendix to
the next Faculty Manual.

c.c:

Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

Institutional Research Director David B. Fleming
Executive Secretary J. Thornton Kirby
Administrative Intern Doris R. Helms

1998-99 Policy CommittiajSZ&embers

Mesdames Brenda Jd. Si^^»id Cathy T. Sturkie
VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS & PROVOST

206 Sikes Hall Bo^|5*^ Clemson, SC 29634-5101
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To:

Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman

Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart j .
Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant i(^Ub^t^

Thru:
From:
Re:

Special Academic Title "Research Scientist/Scholar"

Pages 17 ff. in the current Faculty Manual outline the
qualifications for the regular and special faculty ranks.
Last Spring provision was made for a "Post Doctoral Research
Fellow" (page 19). No specific title exists for those more
senior persons who are non-tenure track or tenured but en

gaged in full-time research and public service such as those
working through Clemson in the Greenville Hospital System,
in multi-disciplinary work in CIET, or in Extension service
activities. Given the importance now being attached to at
tracting non-E&G dollars, it is suggested that a more pres

tigious title be associated with those who engage exclusive
ly in externally funded research and service projects with
an expected continuing commitment to this institution.
To effect this change, the following language would be
inserted following "Lecturers" (page 18) and before "Post
Doctoral Research Fellow" on page 19:

"Research Scientist/Scholar.

The titles of

Associate Research Scientist, Research Scientist, Senior
Research Scientist or Associate Research Scholar, Research

Scholar, Senior Research Scholar, as appropriate to the

discipline, may be granted to persons engaged full time in
research or public service who are supported exclusively
(including fringe benefits) from external research funds,
PSA budgets, or foundation accounts. Such appointments
must be initiated by the host department(s) in accordance
with departmental bylaws and approved by the Dean and the
Provost. These positions are contingent on the availability
of external funds and adequate space. Annual review for
continuance and/or promotion will be based upon departmental
bylaws.
Distribution of indirect costs or overhead gener
ated shall follow University policy.
These positions are
not tenurable, nor shall time spent in such a position count
toward tenure."

In this manner the institution would facilitate the

attraction of specialists -research and service-oriented
individuals- with the potential for a long-term institu
tional commitment without a teaching obligation as expected
of regular faculty members.
c.c:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H.

Rogers

Vice President PSA JohjjSjBfeKKelly

Chief Research Off ice£«^|K|. Shah
Research Committee ChMjK|tf«rry R. Brooks
1998-99 Policy Commitl^^gjKmbers

Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS & PROVOST

11 jfeuASlOl Clemson, SC 29634-5101

206 Sikes Hall

*@L~$J> FAX 864.656.0851
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Attachment J (1 of 1)

CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

APPROVED by the Policy Committee on February 16, 1999
As APPROVED by Executive/Advisory Com. on February 25, 1999
1 February 1999

To: Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman

Thru:

Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart

From: Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant f-A*&b>V&*^
Re:

Revision of "W" Grade in Faculty Manual

Current policy with respect to "Examinations and
Grading" may be found in the August 1998 Faculty Manual on

pages 69-70 where a brief paragraph describes the meaning of
the letter grades which faculty members may assign (bottom
of page 69).

On January 6th of this year the Academic Council ap

proved a revision of the description for the "W-Withdrew"
grade. That revision needs to be reflected in truncated
form in the Faculty Manual as follows:

PRESENT:

"...; W—withdrew from the course work prior

to the last five weeks of classes in the regular semesL.6IT f • • • •

NEW FOR THIS FALL:

". ..; W—withdrawn after the first

two weeks of classwork and prior to the last seven

weeks of classes, not including the examination per
iod; . .. . "

In this manner the Faculty Manual will reflect announ
ced policy with an implementation date of August 15, 1999.
c.c:

Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers
Senior Vice Provost Jerome V. Reel, Jr.

Registrar Stanley B. Smith
Scholastic Policies Committee Chair Fred S. Switzer
1998-99 Policy Committee Members
Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS & PROVOST

206 Sikes Hall Boxfl*0k |lemson, SC 29634-5101
864.65<»wC FATS64.656.0851
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CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

APPROVED by the Policy Committee on February 16, 1999
As AMENDED bt Executive/Policy Com. on February 25, 1999
10 February 1999

To:

Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman

Thru:

Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart

From:

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant frfad/aaB**

Re:

Extension of Privileges for Emeritus Faculty
The historical record shows that back in 1995 it was

proposed and approved that emeritus faculty members be ac
corded the privilege of retaining their electronic computer
connections upon retirement, specifically their E-Mail ad
dresses and accounts. Within the spirit of the requirement
that retirees not be a fiancial burden to the institution,
there is no cost associated with maintenance of these ser
vices.

On April 14, 1995 then Provost J. Charles Jennett, with
the endorsement of then President Phil Prince, approved the

policy but it never made it into the Faculty Manual.

It is

time to correct the oversight.

"The Rights and Privileges of Emeritus Faculty" are

prescribed in Section III, Subsection G., page 21 of the
August 1998 Faculty Manual. In order to effect this change
the following phrase needs to be inserted in the second
paragraph on that page (new language underscored):
"...obtain Fike Field House membership, retain access

to university computing services, and enjoy such other
benefits accorded to faculty which do not exert undue

financial burdens upon the University."

This modest change would extend to retirees an opportunity
to remain professionally active in this day and age of con
tact through cyberspace.

c.c:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers
Past Faculty Senate President Alan Schaffer

Vice Provost Christopher J. Duckenfield
1998-99 Policy Committee members
Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Staaskie

VICE

PRESIDENT

FOR

ACADEMIC

AFFAIRS

206 Sikes Hall^^&SlOl Clemson, SC 29634-5101
m

FAX 864.656.0851

&

PROVOST
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CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

APPROVED by the Policy Committee on February 16, 1999
As Approved by Executive/Advisory Com. on February 25, 1999
28 January 1999

To:

Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman

Thru:

Senate President Patricia T.

From:

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant ^-/^.(lAtSA^

Re:

Smart

,

Clarifying Inconsistancy in Endowed Chairs Section

In the August 1998 edition of the Faculty Manual Sec
tion F. of Part III. deals with the provisions for "Endowed
Chairs and Titled Professorships" (pages 19-20). Although

the paragraph concerning the conditions of the award have
not changed since 1984, a recent discrepancy has been de
tected which requires correction.
To eliminate the inconsistancy, the paragraph on "Con
ditions of Awards" needs to be revised as follows (new lang

uage underscored; old language bracketed):

"The University community as a whole has a vested in
terest in the academic contributions of holders of endowed

chairs and titled professorships. Consequently, while ap
pointments to such chairs and professorships shall be for an
indefinite period, and while performance of the holders of

such appointments shall be subject to the normal reviews of
performance to which all faculty members are subject, spe
cial or periodic review of the professional performance of
these particular faculty members may be conducted, but only
if conditions stated at the time of the award so stipulate.
If the initial award carried a provision for a review, then

[S]such a review may be initiated by the dean of the college
[if requested] at the request [by both the departmental
faculty Advisory Committee] of the tenure and promotion com
mittee or the departmental personnel committee and the
department chair. If the holder of the chair or endowed
professorship is the department chair, the dean of a college
[shall] may initiate the review at the request of the de

partmental Tenure and Promotion or Personnel Committee."
************************************************************

In this fashion the Manual would clarify the distinc

tion between those appointed to endowed chairs or titled

professorships with and without provision for a special or
periodic review.
c.c:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers
Dean Thomas M.

Keinath

1998-99 Policy Committee Members
Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS & PROVOST

206 Sikes Hall Box3Qp1/Clemson, SC 29634-5101

864.656.333* F^R64.656.0851
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CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

APPROVED by the Policy Committee on February 16, 1999
As AMENDED by Executive/Advisory Com. on February 25, 1999
5 February 1999

To:
Policy Committee Chair John W. Huffman
Thru: Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart

From:
Re:

.

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant g^.fajag&t.
Adding Overload Compensation to Dual Employment

In the Faculty Manual consideration of "Dual Employ
ment" appears on page 74 of the current document.
It seems

appropriate to expand that same section to include consider
ation of "Overload Compensation" as well.

A rewriting of that paragraph J. under Part VII.
fessional Practices" would appear as follows:

"J.

"Pro

Dual Employment and Overload Compensation.

Dual Employment and overload compensation will be con
sidered when a faculty member is asked to assume an addi
tional workload which significantly surpasses the 12 credit
hour equivalent expectation during a semester.
Such dual
employment/overload compensation may be either internal
(e.g., overload teaching at Clemson) or external (work for
another state agency). The maximum compensation allowable is
thirty percent of the base period salary (semester, academic
year, or calendar year, as appropriate). The Division of
Human Resources can supply further details.

The request for dual employment/overload compensation
must be accompanied by clear documentation verified by the
department chair or school director and approved by the Dean
that the faculty member's base-line workload is at or above
the expected 12 credit hour equivalent before assuming addi
tional duties.
The department chair or school director must
verify that these additional activities are consistent with
the mission and strategic directions of the faculty member's
college and department or school.
Furthermore, the faculty
member must document that adequate and appropriate arrange
ments have been made for regularly scheduled classroom acti
vities and office hours if these are impacted by the dual
employment/overload compensation assignment."
************************************************************

Since the current Faculty Manual deals with "overload
compensation" only incidentally when considering "Summer
Employment," "Other Summer Employment," and "Private Outside
Employment" (pp. 73-74), this addition would consolidate the
necessary approval procedures in a convenient location.

c.c:

Vice President and PrqgfiSBfeySteffen H. Rogers

Human Resources Direcjaj^jKaphard f. Simmons
1998-99 Policy CommitfeS||M»tibers

Mesdames Brenda J. Smi^^gmid Cathy T. Sturkie
VICE

PRESIDENT

FOR

ACADEMIC

AFFAIRS

206 Sikes Hallft/|5101 Clemson, SC 29634-5101
864^5B.32§3 FAX 864.656.0851
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PROVOST
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Report of the Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee
on Promotion and Tenure

Introduction

This committee was constitutedby Patricia Smart, President of the Faculty Senate in the
Fall of 1998. Its purpose was to evaluate that part of the Singh Report pertaining the

promotion and tenure, and to determine whether the recommendations of the Singh
Report adequately dealt with problems of promotion and tenure.
Based on its review of that Report, and conversations with various people (including the
Provost and the Ombudsman for the University), the Ad Hoc Committee does not

recommend the Senate adopt the recommendations of the SinghReport in its entirety.
Rather, we recommend certain parts of the Report be adopted, and we identify other
issues that the Senate needs to address.

In addition, the Ad Hoc Committee asks that the FacultySenate review this Report and
make recommendations as to further action. (A copy of the Singh Committee Report as
attached to this document as an appendix.)
Background

In the Spring of 1996, a University-wide committee was created in response to a proposal
relating to faculty review generated by the Provost's Office, and to the requirements for
faculty review imposed onClemson by the CHE's Performance Indicators. This
committee, hereinafter referred to as the Singh Committee, produced a report in

December 1997 relating to periodic review of bothtenured and untenured faculty.

In the Spring of 1998, responding to the timetable of the Performance Indicator's
implementation plan, the Policy Committee ofthe Faculty Senate reviewed that portion
of the Singh Report which related to post tenure review. The Policy Committee then
produced a post tenure review procedure that the Faculty Senate adopted atthe end of
spring semester 1998, and is now in place inthe Faculty Manual.
In order to expeditiously deal with posttenure review, the Policy Committee did not
consider thatportion of the Singh Report that made recommendations relating to tenure

and promotion review and procedures. In the Fall of 1998, an Ad Hoc Committee ofthe
Faculty Senate was created to look into the Singh Report's recommendations with respect
to tenure and promotion. The Ad Hoc Committee was charged with determining if the
Singh Report's recommendations with respect to those procedures should be

implemented, and whether other problems in tenure and promotion might be identified
which would require additional recommendations.

The Ad Hoc Committee met as a committee to discuss the Singh Report and tenure and

promotion more generally. In addition, the Ad Hoc Committee met with the Provost and
his Intern in order to get their sense ofissues relating to promotion and tenure. Parts of
theCommittee met with the Ombudsman of the University, in orderto ascertain his sense

of the promotion and tenure process. Finally, the promotion and tenure policies of peer
institutions were reviewed, as were the AAUP guidelines.

This report follows.
Summary

The Ad Hoc Committee's investigation identified two key areas of concern with respect
to promotion and tenure:

1. Procedural. This relates to the need to have a coherent, universally agreed upon, and
consistent set of dates for the various stages of promotion and tenure. Withrespect to

this point, it was urged that the dates permit a prompt final decision on promotion or
tenure, which would be inline with other institutions and which would permit
individuals who were denied promotion and tenure to either grieve or seeknew
employment, as need be, promptly.

The Singh Report contains a recommended schedule for promotion and tenure
decisions, a summary of which is set out below.

The Ad Hoc Committee recommends that such a schedule be adopted, and
endorses the dates set down in the Singh Committee Report

2. Substantive. This area is more difficult to pin down. There is, it appears, a problem
that candidates are heldto different standards at the different stages of review of their

application for promotion and tenure. There does not seem to be a consistent pattern
across the University, and it may be confined to certaincolleges.

This problem is manifest in several different ways. Acandidate may be approved for
promotion and tenure atthe department level by the appropriate committee and then
approved by the department chair, only to be turned down by the Dean orthe Provost.
In that circumstance, the bar was set higher outside the Department.

In another case, a candidate might have received Very Goodor Excellent Form3s,

only to be faced with a new department chair the year he or she went up for

promotion and tenure, and told that he orshe did not meet the standards the new chair
set. Here, the standard that had been applied to judge the candidate's work was
changed with a change in chair.

There are no simple solutions to the substantive problem. We outline several
alternatives, based on our review of the practices at our peer institutions.

9

We recommend that the Senate devote a part of one session to debating these

proposals, andinviteinput from both the faculty at large and the administration
before coming to any definitive conclusion.
Schedule

The Singh Report recommended the following schedule for allreview processes,
including posttenure review, tenure and promotion review, and promotion review.
We endorse this schedule.

At the same time, we are not sure that such a schedule should be set in stone in the

Faculty Manual, since such a result would make it difficult to modify to respond to
changing circumstances. We therefore recommend that the schedule be jointly adopted by
agreement ofthe Provost's Office and the Faculty Senate and published every year, at the
start of Fall Semester by the Provost's Office. In addition, we recommend that the

Faculty Manual be modified to provide that any future changes in the schedule be
implemented with the agreement of the Senate and the Provost's Office.
Schedule (based on Singh Report):

Stage:

Date:

Department Review Committee Report toChair

December 1

(copyto person under review on December 1)

Chair Report to Dean
December 15
(copy to person under review five days prior to submission to Dean)
Dean Report to Provost
February 15
(copyto person under review on February 15)

Final decision by President

April 30

(notice sent to person underreview on April30)
Substantive Issues:

There were three substantive problems with tenure and promotion identified in
discussions: lackof clear standards at the department level; different standards imposed

by different levels ofreview (ie., Deans who have more expectations than departments);
changing standards as a result of changes in administrators or chairs.
1. Lack of clear standards within departments:

Problem: There is some sense of anxietyon the part of some candidates for promotion or

tenure who feel that theyare not given a clearindication of what is expected from them.

*At times, the Singh Report is not entirely clear about what the schedule is, and
sometimes seems to contain inconsistent dates. We have tried to make the schedule set
out below consistent with the intent of the Singh Committee Report.

a.

' -n

There seem to have been some cases where unsuccessful candidates claimed that they

were nottenured or promoted because they received mixed or poor signals about
expectations.

There seem to be two causes of this problem. First, at times the Form 3 reports send one

message tothe candidate, while promotion and tenure committees send another. Second,
some departments seem to have vague standards, orto change standards.
Response: After discussing this issue, and attempting to determine a way to avoid it, the
committee concluded these problems could not be addressed at the University level.

Different departments and different disciplines inevitably have different requirements for
tenure and promotion. And while these may seem unfair, it seems unlikely that any
consensus could be established to set University wide standards across disciplines.
Proposals: The Ad Hoc Committee considered, but ultimately rejected, certain

possibilities, most ofthem tending to relate to the promotion ofuntenured faculty to
tenure and Associate Professorships (that is, these proposals fit poorly in the situation of

people being considered for promotion to full professor). We offer these proposals to the
Senate for further consideration.

1. The Committee entertained the possibility of recommending a Manual change, which

would require a more stringent third orfourth year review of tenure track candidates.
The theory was that this would at least provide the candidates with anearly warning.
Discussion revealed two problems: First, since there is a wide-variety in department

review processes, it was impossible for the Committee to come up with a sample
"stringent" review; one department's stringent third year review was another
department's annual review.

Second, the Committee could not agree on what sort of end product a more stringent
review would entail. Some members of the Committee opposed requiring a third or

fourth year letter that said "If you proceed at this pace, you will betenured." Or"If
you continue at this rate you will not be tenured." The argument was thatsuch an
indication decreased department flexibility, and also sent the undesirable message to
the candidate that he or she only had to do certain things, and no more.
At least one member of the Committee feels that some sort of heightened review at

the third or fourth year should be required, and that departments should be expected
to provide an indication of tenurability to thecandidate as a resultof this review.
2. One member of the Committee floated the possibility of multiple year contracts for
tenure track faculty. Here, the theory was that contractrenewal would provide an

opportunity for heightened evaluation of the faculty member, and might permit earlier
and clearer decisions on retention. Although several of our peer institutions work

under such a system,* apparently for precisely that reason, the restof the Committee
was not receptive to the suggestion. Nor were administrators terribly enthusiastic.
3. Another member recommended an internal department mentoring system for tenure
track faculty. Here, while the Committee did not reject the idea out of hand, there
was some concern that the wrong mentor could seriously mislead a junior faculty
member.

4. Nor was the Ad Hoc Committee willing to endorse the idea that tenure track
candidates be told precisely what standards they would be held to when they were
hired. Members of the Committee expressed concern that candidates would tailor
their work narrowly to what they had been told to do, which would limit their

professional development. The Committee was also worried that clear-cut standards
would undermine department flexibility.

With respect to the problems of the conflict between standards for Form 3 evaluation and
the standards for promotion and tenure, the Ad Hoc Committee recognized that the two
documents assess different things and need not be consistent. That having been said, the
Ad Hoc Committee expressed concern about confusion generated by multiple reviews.
(See also the further discussion of this issue, below under point 3.)
2. Different standards at different levels:

Problem: The Ad Hoc Committee was concerned by suggestions that candidates for

promotion and tenure were held to different standards at different stages of the process.
Such a case arises, for example, when a dean reverses the decision by the department
committee and chair, either to turn a person down or approve a person for promotion and
tenure that had been turned down at the department level Our investigation suggests that
this sort of situation has arisen.

Response: The Ad Hoc Committee condemns this result as unfair to the candidate and to

the department. Determinations that reverse the decision at the department level are
decisions that deny the expertise of the members of the department, and deny the
legitimacy of the criteria that the department has set.

In the particular Clemson context, there is an additional problem with thisresult. Given
the nature of the various colleges, often the Dean of a particularcollege has very little in
common with many of the faculty in the college. In the College of AAH, for example,
the current Dean is an architect and is not necessarily up on the scholarly standards of

disciplines in the Humanities. The same problem exists in other Colleges. (It also, of
*For example, Virginia Tech hires assistant professors on an initial contract of two years,

and "multiple-yea?' reappointments may be subsequently recommended." Virginia Tech
Faculty Handbook sec 2.8. Michigan State's manual provides that untenured faculty will
typically have two probationary periods, though some faculty members may be tenured
after one such period. The first period is for four years, the second for three. MSU
Faculty Handbook, section IV.
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course, exists in thesame way at thehigher levels of review by the Provost and
President.) In light of the peculiar college arrangements at Clemson, there are serious
problems with having department determinations reversed by deans.

The Committee recognized that there are some reasons for this sort of result. Chief
among these may be the desire to make promotion and tenure standards equable
throughout a college. In some colleges, there is the perception that some departments are
more inclined to promote ortenure than other departments, and the presumption is that
thisreflects lower standards onthe partof the "easier" departments. While we agree that

this poses a problem, we do not believe that the proper way to deal with it is during
particular tenure and promotion decisions.
Proposals: We considered several possible ways to dealwith the problem of different
standards at different levels of review:

1. The Faculty Manual could be amended to state, clearly, that the same standards must

be applied at all levels ofreview, so that a dean orprovost could not hold a candidate
to a different level of performance.

2. The Faculty Manual could be amended to provide that when a dean, provost, or

president wants to reverse the decision ofthe department, he or she must first contact
the Department and either meet with the promotion and tenure committee and
department chair, or meet with a designated agent ofthe Department and Chair to
discuss the candidate. At this session, the department couldexplain why it ruled the

way it did, and attempt to convince the dean, provost or president to reconsider any
contrary determination. The Dean or Provost would continue to have the power to
reverse the decision of the Department, but only after such consultation.

3. In the alternative, the FacultyManualcould be amended to provide that each college

would set up a tenure and promotion committee, composed of members from each
department. That committee could review tenure and promotion recommendations,
and advise the dean on decisions. This would assure more uniform standards within a

College, it would also mean thatthe various disciplines within the College would
have input. (This is the practice at Michigan State University and the College of
Engineering and Sciences at Clemson.)

Although one member of the Committee expressed some reservations, feeling that
the proposal might prevent Deans from trying to raise department standards, the

restof the Committee felt that the first of these alternatives should be implemented.*
The others are offered as proposals for further debate.

'One possibility, which would avoid the concerns thatDeans should be allowed to raise
standards is that Deans and Departments should be required to discuss department

standards for promotion on a regular - five year, for example - cycle. Thus, standards
could be changed, but the problem that concerned the Committee, standards that change
and catch a candidate by surprise, would be avoided.

&

3. Changing Standards

Problem: This is a problem with two parts. First: The problem exists generally when
the Department's standards for promotion and tenure change during the period when a
faculty member is awaiting promotion and tenure. It can occur either because the

promotion and tenure committee changes its standards, or, more typically, when the
chair's standards change (or appear to change) because the chair has changed. Second:

The problem may arise, in the context of a chair change, because the chair's standard for
promotion and tenure have changed, or (more typically) whenthe chair's standards for
Form 3 evaluations have changed.

Response: The problem of shifting standards generally is one that needs to be addressed,
particularly in this period of musical department chairs. Faculty who have relied, for
several years, on indications that their work was satisfactory, cannot be held to new
standards under a new chair.

This second part of the problem returns us to the conundrum of the multiple evaluation
schemes employed by the University. While this issue is not, typically, obvious to those
faculty members who are tenured, the multiple evaluations may send very mixed
messages to untenured faculty members, who may be told one thing by the chair every
year and another by their annual review. This is confusing enough, but it is compounded
when the chair, and the chair's standards, shift.

Given post tenure review, this problem will likely become more obvious to tenured
faculty as well, and may arisemore frequently. It is, thus, something that the
University and the Senate need to address, either in the context of tenure and
promotion or the general welfare of the faculty.
Proposals: The Committee discussed several possibilities, but did not come to a clear

consensus. In part,this was due to the magnitude of the problem - the issue of Form 3
and its conflict with other evaluations of faculty is one which was well outside the limited

scope of this Committee's function, and is not something that our peer institutions

manuals offered any clear guidance on.* We offer, then, several radical proposals which
have floated around in our discussions, and in other discussions of post tenure review:

1. Abolish the Form 3 reviews, which reflect the previous era when Departments had
Heads and do not reflect the current reality of the Chair's more limited role. Here, the

greatest objection would be that this would make yearly salary determinations
'Several members of the Committee expressed concern about the relation between the
Form 3 and standards for tenure and promotion. Others were less concerned. The

problem here seems to reflect confusion about what an "excellent" on a Form 3 means.
If, for example, it means simply that a person is doing an excellent job in rank, that
should not, necessarily mean a person was promote-able. If, on the other hand, it means
something more than that a person is doing anexcellent job in rank, perhaps the

discrepancy is one we should address inthis context. This is both a question of how
Chairs view Form 3s, and how people who receive Form 3s view them.
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impossible. One possible solution to this, applied at the University ofMassachusetts
and the University of Akron, is roughly as follows: All faculty members get a set,
across the board pay increase which would be mechanically applied. When the

money existed, all faculty members could be considered for an additional merit
increase, though only some would receive it. At the University ofMassachusetts,
merit increases are determined bycommittees within each department, which review
the files of each faculty member and meet to recommend some for merit increases.
These recommendations are then sent to the Dean, who must either apply the
recommendations from the committee, or indicate in writing why the

recommendations were not followed.*
At least one member of the Committee strongly objected to this proposal on the

grounds that the Chair alone should make salary determinations.

2. Reduce the power ofthe Chairs by dictating the standards they must apply. Here,
there are two related possibilities. First, the Manual could be amended to indicate

that Department Chair's Form 3 evaluations, and tenure and promotion decisions
must reflect guidelines established by the Department. Second, Department's could
be instructedto debate, and amend their by laws to reflect the standards they felt

Chairs should apply in making Form 3 determinations, and interms oftenure and
promotion decisions.

This would eliminate both problems, and reduce the power of the Chair by bringing
him or her under the control of the department (rather than the Dean). A change in
Chair would no longer mean a change instandards, and a Chair could no longer give
one signal, while a Department tried to give another.
3. Make Chairs part of the promotion and tenure committee. This would reduce the
power of the Chair another way, bymaking the Chair a member of the Department
for purposes of tenure and promotion decisions. Once again, the Chair would be

brought more completely under the Department's control as opposed to the control of
the Deans. In addition, as a member of the tenure and promotion committee, the
Chair would be more inclined to apply similar standards in Form 3s.

4. One member of the Committee recommended that Chairs be required to get approval

of the Advisory Committee before altering standards for Form 3s. While this would
not entirely eliminate the problem of standards that change on a candidate for
promotion or tenure, it would at least prevent any Chair from making significant
changes capriciouslyor to harm a particularcandidate.
5. Grandfather in standards. In these cases, faculty hired under one set of standards
would be held to them even after administrations changed. In theory, this should be

the case aheady (faculty are governed by the terms of the Manualat the time they are

This procedure would avoid the problems inherent in the current post tenure review
process, since all people would beconsidered for a merit increase at the same time.
8
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hired, and are told they are in the lettersindicating they have been hired). In practice,
this can be a difficult and confusing process, and may be hard to enforce.
Conclusion

It is not clear that the promotion and tenure system is "not broken," and it seems as if
some changes are needed. But because the problems involve problems with Form 3 and
the power of Chairs and Deans, the Committee felt it was appropriate to write this
tentative Report rather than make definitive recommendations.
The Ad Hoc Committee recommends that the Senate consider the various proposals and

problems identified inthis report, and make an effort to come up with some specific
proposals for next year.

By the Ad Hoc Committee:
Elizabeth Dale, chair
Eleanor Hare

Martin Jacobi

Cheryl Rainey
John Warner

January 19,1999

9

MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE MEETING

APRIL 13, 199f

1.

Call to Order: President Patricia T. Smartcalled the meeting to orderat 2:36 p.m.

2.

Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated March 9, 1999 were

approved as distributed.

3.
"Free Speech": Cory Massey, a representative from the Classified Staff
Commission, described the Golf Tournament sponsored by the Commission and invited all to
attend, participate, an/or donate. All proceeds will be forwarded to the Commission fund for
scholarships to children of Classified Staff employees. The Tournament will begin at noon on
Friday, April 30, 1999 at the Walker Course, Madren Center.
4.

Committee Reports:

a.
Welfare - John Leininger, Chair, announced that the 1999 Faculty Survey
was mailed to all faculty last week and that already many responses had been received. Senator
Leininger asked Senators to encourage colleagues within their respective departments to complete
and return the Survey. President Smart reiterated this request of Senators noting that results will
aid in setting the Faculty Senate agenda for the next session.
b.
Scholastic Policies - Chair Fred Switzer submitted the Committee Report on
Student Evaluation of Teaching at Clemson (Attachment A); noted that it was supported by the
Student Government; and that the goal of the Committee is to produce recommendations that affect
change.

c.
Finance - President Smart announced that the "Out-of-Pocket" Costs Survey
was also mailed to all faculty last week and once again, requested that Senators encourage
colleagues to complete and return the Survey to the Faculty Senate Office.
d.
Policy - John Huffman, Chair, submitted the Final Report from the
Committee for 1998-99 (Attachment B) and noted that the issue regarding Post-Tenure Review will
be the most important for the next Senate session's Policy Committee. Senator Huffman informed
the Senate that the reorganization of University committees and the Undergraduate Council will be
pursued next year and that he will serve in a consultant capacity for this particular issue.
e.

Research - The Final Report dated March 25, 1999 was presented

(Attachment C).

University Commissions and Committees

(None)

5.

President's Report: President Smart:
a.

Introduced Gordon Cochrane, Electronic Services Librarian, who will

provide service to the Faculty Senate by accepting the task to update continually the Senate's
Website. Mr. Cochrane invited Senators to provide input, suggestions, and comments to him by
the direct link located on the Website and noted that the formal establishment of the site will

provide a wider broadcast of Faculty Senate information.

b.
Noted that the Educational Policy Committee of the Board of Trustees was
presented with the Post-Tenure Review Refinements and asked why we chose not to have Deans
play a stronger role in this process. President Smart responded that the Faculty Senate believed
strongly that Department Chairs and peers were closer to those Faculty under review. Members of
the Committee agreed, but expressed concern about situations in which the Peer Committee and
Chair disagreed on the proper evaluation, and asked the Senate to make a recommendation about
how to deal with that particular problem.
c.
Invited Retiring, Continuing, and New Senators to obtain their very own
Faculty Senate briefcases and lapel pins from Senator Vic Shelburne.
d.

On behalf of Past Senate Presidents Ron Thurston and Fran McGuire,

thanked the Retiring Senators for their diligent work during the past three years and thanked New
Senators for their willingness to serve the University.
6.

Old Business:

a.

Senator Huffman moved to remove from the table the item, "Inclusion of

'Best Practices' References" which was seconded.

Vote to remove from table was taken and

passed unanimously. An explanation of this modified version was then provided by Senator
Huffman who moved for adoption. There was no discussion. Vote to accept modified version
was taken and passed unanimously (Attachment D).
7.

Outgoing Remarks and Introduction of Senate President: Outgoing remarks were

made by President Pat Smart who then introduced Horace Skipperas the Faculty SenatePresident
for 1999-2000. New officers were installed at approximately:

8.

New Business: President Skipper:
a.
Introduced the New Senators and Senate Alternates as a group.

b.
Asked the Senate to complete and return the Committee Preference
Questionnaires as soon as possible so that committees may be set.

c.

Moved approval to continue the following Senate Committees during his

term: Budget Accountability Committee, Faculty Club, Review of Tenure Bill, "Professor-in-

Charge" Resolution

Revisitation of Two Resolutions regarding Administration, and

the Intellectual Property Committee. Motion was seconded. Vote to continue Committees was
taken and passed unanimously.

d.

Shared by slide presentation his goals, views, concerns, plans, and

expectations regarding the Faculty Senate.

10.

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned

rat 3:15 p.m.

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Administrative Assistant

Absent:

J. Acton, E. Richardson, F. Eubanks, K. Brooks (A. Grubb for), Syble Oldaker,
B. Naff
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Attachment A (1 of13)

Scholastic Policies Committee Report on Student Evaluation of Teaching at Clemson
Introduction

The committee feels that, for several reasons, it is appropriate to reopen the issue
of Student Evaluations:

> A number of controversies were generated by the Fall 1998 administration of the
Student Evaluation Form (the "red form").
> There have been several criticisms of the format and content of that version (and
previous versions) of the form.
> Issues have been raised relating to the validation of the red form.
> The two other critical steps in the evaluation process, student attitudes towards the
ratings and administrative interpretations of the results, have been largely ignored.
Also, it should be noted that the use of student ratings in evaluation of teaching is
no longer an option for Clemson faculty. The Commission on Higher Education "Best
Practices" document has mandated the use of such ratings in personnel decisions. In
other words, this is no longer solely a mechanism for feedback to the professor, but is
also an evaluation process. Therefore that process must be made as reliable and valid as
possible.
Regarding the Fall 1998 and previous versions of the red form: Since the issue is
being reopened for a variety of reasons, it is incumbent upon us to suggest changes to the
red form that we feel are appropriate. However, this should not be construed as a major
criticism of the previous forms or as indicating a belief that those forms lacked
substantial vahdity. Quite the contrary, we suggest retaining a number of items from the
previous versions. Most importantly, we feel it is critical to avoid focusing on the
minutiae of question selection and wording to the detriment of important changes in
student attitudes and behavior towards the form and important changes in how the
results are presented and interpreted.

The committee feels that improving the vahdity and utility of the student
evaluation process would best be accomplished by a three-part strategy:
Part 1 - Improving the data collection process by motivating the students to be
as conscientious and accurate as possible in their evaluations.
Part 2 - Modifying the evaluation form itself to maximize vahdity.

Part 3 - Educating users of the form in proper interpretation of the data and
integration of this data with other information.

'M

Part 1. - Improving the data collection process

As the "respondents" in what is essentially a survey instrument, students are
being asked to act as observers and raters of teaching. There are two key elements in
this process: (a) are the raters able to observe and accurately evaluate the target
behaviors and (b) are they motivated to do so?
The evidence from the teaching evaluation literature indicates that motivated

students are able, with a good degree of accuracy, to rate relevant teaching behaviors
and practices. Perhaps the most persuasive single datum is that teaching evaluations
have been found to correlate as much as +0.50 with learning. Given that students are
typically able to observe a professor for several hours a week for an entire semester, and,
depending on class size, can constitute a fairly good sample size, they should be able to

form fairly accurate judgments about teaching effectiveness. One valid objection to this
point is that students may not be entirely aware of the value of certain knowledge or
skills they have learned until long after graduation. Most professors have had the
experience of talking with alumni who have said they didn't realize how important and
useful a given topic was until years later. While this is a valid point, it is also a reminder
that no instrument can measure everything and the data produced by the student
evaluation should be used in combination with other sources of information.
A much more troubling issue is that of student motivation. Feedback from the

students, both informally and through representatives of Student Government, have
indicated that Clemson students are very skeptical about the teaching evaluation
process. Many students feel that the evaluation process is a pointless exercise, done
primarily "for show". They believe that the evaluation forms are ignored by both

professors and administrators, and that the process produces no positive changes in the
quality ofteaching. As a result, the teaching evaluations are not taken seriously,
students fill out the forms as quickly as possible, regardless of accuracy, and either do
not provide any written feedback (in the open-ended questions) or provide very cursory
comments. Obviously this can severely damage the reliability and vahdity of the
evaluations.

To address these problems the committee proposes a substantial education
program with the following elements:

(a) Students shouldbe made aware ofthe importance ofthe teaching evaluation
process, i.e., the value placed upon it by faculty, administrators, and other stakeholders.

They should be made aware that we consider the process a very serious responsibihty for
all Clemson students and that the evaluations should be done in a conscientious and
considered manner.

(b) Students shouldbe made aware ofthe potential impact the process can have on
the quality of education at Clemson. One complaint students often voice is that the

evaluations have no effect on teaching, i.e., they still see poor teachers at Clemson.

Students may notrealize or may have unrealistic expectations about the lag time
involved in any performance improvement process. Given the timing ofthe evaluation
process in the semester and the processing time involved, any changes a faculty member
makes based on the student evaluations will not take effect until the following semester
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at best. Students should be made aware that evaluations do improve the teaching at
Clemson, but that this is not an overnight process.
(c) Students should be made aware of how the faculty and administration use the
information collected. Many Clemson students apparently beheve that feedback from the
student evaluations is completely ignored. They are not aware that for most faculty
members the evaluations form an important part of our performance appraisal system.
They are not aware that those performance appraisals affect tenure and promotion
decisions and now will affect post-tenure review decisions as well.
(d) Students should be made aware of what information we need from them and

how to go about providing the most useful, accurate feedback. We suspect that many
students do not realize that they are, in essence, being asked to be conscientious, alert,
and (to the extent possible) objective observers of the professor's behavior. Students
should be educated in how to make such observations, including avoiding common rater
errors (halo error, leniency & strictness errors, etc.). They should be explicitly asked to
separate their grade expectations from their responses. This, of course, will not entirely
divorce their expected grade from their ratings, but it may reduce the relationship. There
is some encouraging evidence from the research literature that students are capable of
objective ratings or at least minimizing the effect of their grade upon their responses.
Perhaps most importantly, the students need to be made aware the we need

explicit and detailed information in the open-ended section (usually the back) of the red
form. They should know that the cursory or non-existent comments that professors
typically receive defeat the whole purpose of the student evaluations. The usefulness of
the student evaluation process could be substantially improved if students were more
motivated to provide constructive, detailed comments on the evaluation form.
This program should be done through a variety of channels including public
awareness efforts (such as student body President Matt Dunbar's previous editorial in
the Tiger), direct information (such as mass e-mailings to the students and inclusion of
this information in the class schedule booklets), and face-to-face discussions between
faculty and students (preferably once a semester in every class). The input of Student
Government should be solicited for advice about the most effective mechanisms for

reaching students. The goal would be to remind all Clemson students, preferably just
prior to every evaluation cycle, of their proper role in the evaluation process.
Finally, there is some data from the teaching evaluation literature that how the
forms are administered can affect the ratings. In addition to the program above, all
instructors should be provided written instructions on introducing and administering the
student-evaluations so they are not disadvantaged. A sample of such instructions is
shown below:
*********

INSTRUCTOR: Please administer your student evaluations within the last three
weeks of the semester at the beginning or in the middle of class (not at the

end). Allow 20 minutes for the process, during which you should leave the
room.

Ask a student volunteer to take responsibility for distributing the
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forms to the class, collecting the completed forms after 20 minutes, inserting
them in the envelope provided, sealing that envelope, and taking it to your
department office immediately after the class period.
After you identify your student volunteer and before you leave the
room, inform the students that their evaluations are very important, both to you
personally and professionally in your efforts to improve the course and your
teaching and to the University's administration, which uses these evaluations
in making decisions about faculty promotions and raises.
*********

Part 2. - Improving the evaluation instrument

As mentioned above, the committee (reluctantly) examined the issue of further
revisions of the red form itself. Given the practical difficulties in criterion validation of

such an instrument, the committee has focused on improving the content vahdity of the
red form. There is a substantial body of research literature (extending back several
decades) on student evaluations of teaching. We suggest that the current red form should
be modified to;

(a) reflect the findings of that research;
(b) provide structured formative feedback to the instructor on both the means and
ends of instruction;

(c) provide summative feedback for accurate administrative decisions;
(d) encourage constructive and extensive open-ended feedback from the students.
A rationale for the suggested changes and a draft of a revised red form are shown
below.
Rationale

The revised form has four sections that are referred to here as Means, Ends, Instructor
Optional, &Variables. Please note that these labels are not intended to appear on the
form; these are only to facilitate discussion of the instrument.
Means (the teaching process)

These questions reflect the research on what kinds of questions are really
correlated with student learning. There seems to be a global general teaching ability
factor, and several specific subfactors. This global factor seems to be correlated from

+0.30 to +0.50 with student learning. In other words, from roughly 10 to 25percent of
the variance in student learning can be predicted from student evaluations. Therefore

this section begins with a global assessment and proceeds to specific questions on
subfactors of teaching. The additional questions are based on the known dimensions of

effective college teaching. These dimensions are shown below (with a key to the
corresponding questions).

Dimensions/Factors of effective teachingClear Learning Objectives - items 1 and 2

(„

X

Organization - item 3
Positive Student-Teacher interactions - item 4

Teaching Skills and Verbal Communication - items 5 and 6
Fair Evaluation (procedural justice) - items 7 and 8
Feedback - items 9 and 10

Some additional specific notes:

The research literature lists one additional specific factor in effective teaching:
enthusiasm. In other words, the teacher must communicate enthusiasm for the subject
matter of the course. However, this factor is highly correlated with the global rating of
teaching. Therefore we felt that an additional question on enthusiasm would be
redundant with the global rating item.

Re: item 4. Because positive student-teacher interactions can take on many forms, we
felt that a more general question would more properly capture the nature of the
dimension and that this gets away from overly specific, ambiguous, and misinterpretable
terms like "shows respect for students" and "instructor mtimidates students" .

Ends (outcomes or products of teaching)
One criticism of some prior student evaluations was that they failed to capture the

goals of learning, i.e., improving the students' knowledge, skills, and abilities. In
addition, there seems to be increasing attention to student outcomes by constituencies
outside the University (e.g., state agencies, accreditation bodies, etc.). This section is an
attempt to capture the extent to which the instructor was successful in achieving those
outcomes. However, the great diversity in academic disciplines and types (and
objectives) of courses across the University means that a generic set of questions would
be inappropriate here. Therefore we strongly suggest that this section of the evaluation
be based on items chosen at the Departmental level. A sample pool of such items is
shown in Appendix A. Departments would be encouraged to develop new teaching
outcome items specific to their discipline.
Instructor optional

Given the degree of diversity in types of classes (as discussed above), the
committee beheves that additional questions specific to a discipline or tailored for special
circumstances will be necessary. Such circumstances might include studio or
performance courses, labs, etc. This section could also be used for courses that have been
designated as Writing-intensive or Oral communication-intensive.

A primary use for these questions would be for team-taught courses. Such courses
seem to increasing at Clemson and many of the questions that are appropriate for singleinstructor courses are ambiguous or misleading for team courses. In these courses it is
more appropriate for the course (rather than the instructor) to be the focus of evaluation.
Obviously the instructors share the responsibihty for the course, but the relative levels of
responsibihty (and participation) may vary widely among courses and departments.
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Rather than attempting to find compromise questions (that address both singleinstructor and team-taught courses simultaneously) or using an "if-then" format ("if your
course is team-taught then answer questions 6 - 10 rather than questions 1 - 5...") it is
recommended that the Instructor Optional section be used to tailor questions to the
specific circumstances of the course.

Note: the section on the form for instructor optional questions should not be
relegated to a secondary location on the form. These items are likely to be of equal or
greater importance than the other sections.
Variables

This section contains the "demographic" variables that (according to the research
on effective college teaching) are known to affect student ratings. An important
component of Part 3 (education of administration and faculty in proper interpretation of
the results) is to properly take into account those factors that actually do affect ratings
(e.g., required vs. non-required course) and ignore those factors which have minimal
effects on ratings.
Open-ended questions
Mandated changes in the faculty manual have made it clear that the red form is to
be used as a "summative evaluation" instrument, i.e., it will be used to make
administrative decisions about faculty members. However, the use of the form for

"formative evaluation", i.e., feedback for the purpose of improving one's teaching, should
not be subordinated to the administrative use. It is the feeling of the committee that this

is indeed the most important use. Also, many faculty have commented that they often
find the open-ended student comments the most useful. Therefore we felt that some
improvements could be made to the form to facilitate formative feedback from the
students.

The primary change in this part of the evaluation was to adopt some questions
already used by some Clemson departments that prompt the students to give more than
one response. By specifically asking for a list of strengths and weaknesses this may cue
the students to give moreinformation (and more specific information) than they
normally do. Also students would be asked if they would recommend the course to others
and why. This would presumably tap directly into their global evaluation, but then
prompt them to examine the specifics that led to that evaluation.

Again, the goal of the changes to this part ofthe red form was to encourage better
student feedback. Any number ofwording changes and variations could probably
accomphsh this goal. However, while changes in the wording of this section may help in
this regard, student motivation is by far the most important factor here. Part 1 (above)
deals specifically with increasing and improving student comments.
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Proposed Revisions to the Student Evaluation of Teaching Form
This is an annotated draft. All of the annotations are in italics; Note that this document is intended to represent

the content, not the format, of the suggested form. Note too that the Ends questions and Instructor Optional
questions are only samples - these would actually be chosen by the department and instructor (respectively),
either from a pool of items (see sample pools attached) or developed by the department.

The scale for each of these items is a 5-point scale:

Very much

Not at all

5

4

3

2

1

Means (these questions tap into the process of instruction).
Global question:
Overall, the instructor was an effective teacher.
1. The instructor clearly communicated what I was expected to learn.
2.

The instructor made the relevance of the course material clear.

3.
4.

The course was well organized.
The instructor related well to my class.

5.

The
The
7. The
8. The
9. The
10. The

6.

instructor's teaching methods helped me understand the course material.
instructor's verbal communication skills helped me understand the course material.
instructor clearly explained what was expected in assignments and tests.
instructor kept me informed about my progress in the course.
feedback I received on assignments and tests gave me the opportunity to improve my performance.
instructor's grading procedures gave a fair evaluation of my understanding of the material.

Ends (these questions tap into educational outcomes.)
{Note: as mentioned above, these are SAMPLE questions.}
How much has this course improved your skills/abilities in each of the following?
11. Using computer technology and resources

12. Expressing myself in writing
13. Expressing myself orally
14. Identifying the most important ideas in the readings
15. Identifying trends in data
16. Thinking through arguments or problems
17. Conducting laboratory procedures or experiments
18. Applying knowledge to solve real-world or realistic problems
19. Drawing relationships, such as comparisons and contrasts, between different ideas
20. Evaluating ideas critically
Instructor optional questions.

These questions could include questions specific to team-taught courses of various formats, to writingintensive or oral communication-intensive courses, to specific course objectives such as critical thinking, etc..
Some sample questions along these lines are shown:

Using this 5-pointscale please answer the following items:

Very much

Not at all

5

4

3

2

1

21. The instructors coordinated their topics well.

22.
23.
24.
25.

Having multiple instructors gave me different viewpoints about the material.
The practicum assignment was the most valuable part of the course for me.
As a result of this course, I have significantly reduced apprehension about speaking situations.
The writing assignments in this course improved my learning of course material.

VARIABLES (items that tap into variables that are known to affect student ratings)
26. How much work did you put into this course relative to your other courses?
Very much
5

4

None at all
3

2

1

27. How difficult was this course for you relative to your other courses?

Very difficult
5

Q

Not at all difficult
4

3

2

1

¥

28. Was this course a requirement for you?
29. Was this course in your major?
Yes
30. Was this course team-taught?
Yes

Yes
No
No
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No
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Open-ended questions

Your instructor will receive this form as is. The form will NOT be returned until AFTER final grades have been
assigned. Please make your feedback as specific and as constructive as possible.
Please comment on the strengths of the instructor and the course,
i) Strength:
ii) Strength:
iii): Strength:

Please comment on the weaknesses of the instructor and the course,

i) Weakness:
ii) Weakness:
iii) Weakness:

Please comment on any teaching methods you found particularly helpful, and suggest
alternative methods that you feel would improve the course.

I would recommend this instructor to a friend.

Y/N

Why?

o

II

#

Part 3. - Data interpretation

Evaluations of any type of job performance (and indeed, the vahdity of any
measurement) include the proper interpretation of the data. Data, no matter how
accurately measured, are invalid if misinterpreted. To this end we suggest a program to
improve the interpretation and use of the data obtained from the evaluation form. This
would entail two parts:

1. Revision of the results summary form to make it more informative and to
encourage correct interpretation of the results.
2. An education program for administrators and faculty in how to correctly
interpret the results information, what non-teaching factors really do influence student
ratings, and how to avoid specious and misleading comparisons when examining the
data.

A proposed revision of the results summary form is shown below. There are two
main features of this form: (a) the actual distributions of responses (both the number and
percentage) are shown and (b) the means, medians, and standard deviations for the

course, for the other courses at the same level in the department, and for the department
as a whole are shown .

This first feature was implemented on the Fall 1998 form and gives the instructor
a much better picture of the pattern of responses than in previous forms. For example,
an instructor can now distinguish between a pattern of responses narrowly centered
around the average and responses that are widely spread across the response categories.
For the item asking about teaching methods, this could signal the difference between
teaching techniques that are accepted by the students but getting a lukewarm reception
(as in the first case) and techniques that are well-received by some students and disliked
by others (as in the second case).
The second feature allows comparisons between the instructor's course and two
benchmarks: other courses (in the department) at the same level and all other courses in

the department. The "other courses at the same level" benchmark would be calculated by
3 categories: 100-200 level courses, 300-400 level courses, and graduate courses. Of these
two benchmarks, the comparison with other courses at the same level is much more

valid. Course level is known to be a source of evaluation bias, mostly through effects on
the motivation and interest level of students. It is also often confounded with class size.

The "all other courses in the department" benchmark has traditionally been included on
feedback forms at Clemson. However, this benchmark should be used very cautiously
and is probably useful only as an indicator of the general response to courses within the
discipline.

In addition to changing the evaluation feedback document itself, a program should
be developed which informs administrators and faculty about how to interpret the data
and make use of it to improve teaching and facilitate accurate personnel decisions. This
program should have, at minimum, these three elements:

'

in

1. Discussion of the factors (according to the research literature) that actually
influence teaching evaluations and what factors are more properly considered
"urban legends" within the teaching community.

2. Discussion of appropriate and inappropriate comparisons within departments
and colleges.

3. Reiteration of the point that this information is part of a teaching evaluation
process, and not the whole thing. As mentioned above, at best the student
evaluations tap into 25% of the variance from instructor to instructor in
teaching.

One final suggestion is to eliminate the 'Instructor and Course Data Answer

Sheet" (i.e., the purple form) if possible. Since each class is assigned a unique course
number, and the characteristics of the class (size, type, time, etc.) are known in the
department, the information gathered by this form seems redundant. Worse, it could

potentially lead to the assumption that the variables recorded by this form (time of day
section meets, rank of instructor, etc.) should be taken into account when interpreting
the results. As discussed above, these are not the variables that actually influence
student evaluations. While a version of this form may be necessary to facilitate
processing of the evaluation forms, it is hoped that elimination of an extra form might
ease the administrative burden of that processing.
Acknowledgments

The committee would like to thank Linda Nilson, Office of Teaching Effective and
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would also like to thank all of the many Clemson faculty who contributed items,
suggestions, information, etc. to this document.
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Sample Instructor Feedback Sheet
{Notes: The "Clemson University Student Evaluation of Instructors" feedback sheet is normally printed in
landscape (rather than portrait) mode. For convenience, it is printed in portrait mode below. Typically, the items
would be spaced farther apart and so should be easier to read on the actual form.
The set of data labeled "Other classes at this level" would be the mean, median and standard deviation for

other courses in the department, at the same level as this course, using the following categories:
100 & 200 level courses, 300 & 400 level courses, and graduate courses. }
Clemson University
[Surname], [FirstName]

[Nameof Department] Student Evaluations of Teaching
[lnst#]
[DEPT] [000]

Response Distribution
ltem# #Resp

5

4

3

2

1

Your Class

NR

Overall, the instructor is an effective teacher.
##
## ## m m m
m
%

%

%

%

%

[S#]

[Semester Year]
# Forms Reported

Other classes at this level
Mean

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

StdDev Median

Department

Mean StdDev Median

Mean StdDev Median

%

1. The instructor clearly communicated what I was expected to learn.
m

m

m

m

%

%

%

m
%

m
%

m

o.oo

o.oo

%

2. The instructor made the relevance of the course materia! clear.

m

m

m

%

%

## ## ##

m

%

%

%

%

3. The course was well organized.
m
m ## m n

m

mt

%

%

%

%

%

%

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

0.00

O.CO

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

ooo

ooo

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

ooo

ooo

ooo

4. There was a positive interaction between the class and the instructor
##

############
%

%

%

%

%

ooo

0.00

0.00

%

5. The instructor's teaching methods helped me understand the course material.
m

m

m

m

m

##

m

%

%

%

%

%

%

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

25. The writing assignments in this course improved my learningof course material.
m

m m
%

%

m

m m

m

%

%

%

%

o.oo

o.oo

o.oo

I
io
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Attachment A (13 of 13)

APPENDIX A

- Sample pool of "Ends" (outcomes) items

Using computer technology and resources
Expressing myself in writing
Expressing myself orally
Identifying the most important ideas in the readings
Identifying trends in data
Thinking through arguments or problems
Conducting laboratory procedures or experiments
Applying knowledge to solve real-world or realistic problems
Drawing relationships, such as comparisons and contrasts, between different ideas
Evaluating ideas critically
Critically examining my own opinions and values
Developing positions that I can support and defend with logic and evidence
Developing an original product (a design, lab experiment, research project, artistic creation, multimedia
presentation, instrument, etc.)

Drawing connections between different disciplines
Finding reliable sources of knowledge outside of the course material
Working in cooperation with others
Understanding people who are very different from me
Drawing relationships between happenings in the United States and other countries
Functioning effectively in another culture

Appendix B - Sample pool of Instructor Optional items

For Team-taught courses
The instructors coordinated their topics well.
The instructors different styles helped make the course more interesting.
The instructors different tests made the course more difficult.

This course should be team-taught in the future.
I would recommend team-taught courses to my friends.
Having instructors with different areas of expertise made the course more informative.
For Oral Communication-Intensive (O) courses:
The research results presentations help to improve my verbal communications skills.
Speaking assignments in this course enhanced my course experience and improved my learning of course
materials.

This course has led me to beheve that oral communication is important for success in my field.

As a result of this course, I have significantly reduced apprehension about speaking situations.
As a result of this course, I have increased confidence in my willingness to communicate.
As a result of this course, I have increased confidence in my ability to use language, body movement and
gestures, and visual aids that are appropriate for the speaking context.
For Writing-Intensive (W) courses
The term paper writing assignment helped to improve my communications skills
Receiving constructive feedback and being given the opportunity to revise my writing improved my
writing in this course.
This course has led me to beheve that effective writing is important for success in my field.
As a result of this course, I have increased confidence in my ability to meet the professional demands of
writing in the workplace.

10
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FINAL REPORT OF THE POLICY COMMITTEE FOR 1998-1999

The most significant accomplishment of the 1998-1999 Policy Committee was the passage of a post-tenure
review policy, which not only fulfilled the requirements of the Commission on Higher education, but as
approved by the Board of Trustees also protects the tenure rights of the Clemson faculty. Subsequent fine
tuning of this policy was also carried out during the past year, and the first post-tenure review of Clemson
faculty was carried out. A second significant accomplishment was the passage of a Faculty Manual revision
concerning evaluation of teaching, which mandates methods of evaluation in addition to student evaluations.
Other significant accomplishments:

•

Revision in the policy for the evaluation of administrators to include the Provost.

•

Establishment of non-tenure track Research Scientist and Research Scholar ranks.

•

A guarantee of computer privileges for Emeritus Faculty.

•

Revision in the Faculty Constitution to permit Faculty Senators in their final year to run for office.

•

An attendance policy for Faculty Senators to be added to the Senate handbook.

Several important issues will face the 1999-2000 Policy Committee. Among these are:
•

The reorganization of university committees and the undergraduate council.

•

Revisions in the university tenure, promotion and reappointment procedures.

•

The recurring problem of the political activity policy.

•

Defending the provision in the post-tenure review policy that for a final rating of "unsatisfactory," the
faculty member must receive a rating of "unsatisfactory" by both the peer committee and department
chair.

•

Two items relating to the grievance board: An annual report by the board to the Senate, and the

possibility of intervention by the Senate Advisory Committee in cases in which there is a difference
between the grievance panel and the Provost.
•

The issues of "Professors in Charge" and the administrative role of School Directors.

•

The entire question of the misuse of inappropriate and/or obsolete titles.

•

A $50 bonus from the Provost to each Faculty Senator. Not to be awarded to the Senate which passes
the policy.

• Achange in the manner in which the Faculty Manual Editor is selected. It is suggested that the Policy
Committee will nominate, and the Executive/Advisory Committee will elect to a three year term.

it
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Faculty Senate Research Committee 1998-1999
Final Report, March 25,1999

Committee Members: K. Brooks (chair), S. Anand, M. EUison, Ted Taylor, V. Shelbume, R. Singh, C.
Voelker

Major Actions 1998-1999
♦

Final revision of the University Data Retention and AccessPolicy. (Subsequently adopted by the
Senate).

♦

Recommendation that a Select Committeeon Intellectual Property be constituted. (Constituted by
Senate President Pat Smart).

♦

Actions that resulted in inclusion of the chair of the Research Committeeas a member of the University
Research Council, and of its sub-committee that oversees Research Institutes on campus. Future
Research Committee Chairs (and the Senate as a whole) benefit from the communication and
collaboration made possible by this accomplishment.

♦

Met with CRO YT Shah, and with Technology Transfer Officer Ed Page.

Recommendations for 1999-2000 Activities

♦

The Research Committee may wish to review the final report of the Select Committee on Intellectual
Property when completed.

♦

We recommend thorough attention to the "Final Report on University Research" presented by the
Commission on the Future of Clemson University. Two issues in particular bear examination by the
Research Committee. These are:

#4: Add non-tenure track, research faculty who would be supported entirely by research
funds generated by themselves, who would create a revenue stream for the university and
who would have all rights and privileges of the existing faculty -- except for tenure. [Emphasis
Added].

This recommendation might be examined with reference to the recent Senate action that defined the
titles of Research Scientist and Research Scholar for inclusion in the Faculty Manual. Certainly a
major concern of the Senate was that these individuals be identified and perceived as not being the
'same' as regular faculty (as they are not the same). It may well be that the next Research
Committee may wish to work towards defining an equitable set of rights and privileges [and
responsibilities] that are distinguishable from those of the regular professoriate, and commensurate
with actual roles and responsibilities of the Research Scientist / Research Scholar.

The Committee may also wish to investigate how needed infrastructure can be provided to these
new researchers without jeopardizing the interest of 1) regular faculty and students, and 2) nonfunded research activities.

#6. Create a plan to grow and finance a first-rate research infrastructure that will attract and
retain a nationally recognized faculty and permit high quality research.

$
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We beheve that this recommendation presents an opportunity for the Senate, through the Research
Committee, to work closely with the University Aorninistration to achieve this goal. Recent Senate
activities seeking to improve the library demonstrate the faculty's intense interest in improving our
research infrastructure (RI). The Research Committee can offer interdisciplinary perspective to
efforts to improve RI, ensuring that this concept is broadly defined to meet the requirements of the
full spectrum of research taking place in the University. Additionally, the Research Committee
might examine how proper, coordinated provision of IT can enhance our overall research
infrastructure. Finally the Committee may wish to examine how RI can be equitably provided
across the disciplines.

;•
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UNIVERSITY

14 April 1999

To:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

Robert A. Waller, Editorial Consultant PlfS^OJoM^

From:
Re:

Inclusion of "Best Practices" References/
On behalf of outgoing Faculty Senate President Pat

Smart I present for your review and approval the slight re
finements in the personnel review processes reproduced be
low. These resolutions were approved by the required
two-thirds majority at yesterday afternoon's Senate meet
ing. It is my suggestion that these editorial refinements
do not need to be referred to the Board of Trustees since
the concepts are unchanged, only the reference to "Best
Practices."

The following additions need to be made to the existing
August 1998 Faculty Manual concerning personnel reviews:

A. At the bottom of page 24 in Part IV, Section D,
"Procedures for Renewal of Appointment, Tenure, and Promo
tion" add this sentence:

These written procedures must incorporate attention to
"Best Practices for a Performance Review System for
Faculty" numbers

B.

1

through 11.

In Section E. on "Annual Performance Evaluation"

(page 26) add this sentence at the end of the first para
graph :
These reviews must incorporate attention to "Best Prac

tices for a Performance Review System for Faculty" num
bers

1

through

11.

C. To the newly instituted policy on "Post Tenure Re
view" (pages 28-30), add this statement as a second sentence

in the initial paragraph on "Guidelines" found on page 28:
These guidelines must incorporate attention to "Best
Practices For Post-Tenure Review" numbers l through 12.

The addition of these statements should clarify any am
biguity about this institution's compliance with the legis
lative mandate for performance funding. As Editor I will add
the CHE statements on the eleven and twelve "Best Practices"

as appendices I and J to the next edition of the Faculty
Manual.
c.c:

Current Faculty Senate President Horace D. Skipper
Previous Faculty Senate President Patricia T. Smart
Institutional Research Director David B. Fleming

Executive Secretary J'/^^&nton Kirby
Faculty Representativ*fBwHB,is A. McGuire
Policy Committee ChaiJaajjfay W. Huffman

Mesdames Brenda J. SmitSESSmd Cathy T. Sturkie
VICE

PRESIDENT

FOR

ACADEMIC

AFFAIRS

&. PROVOST

206 Sikes Hall Box 345101 Clemson, SC 29634-5101

864.656.3243 FAX 864.656.0851
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MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE

MAY 4, 1999

1.
Call to Order: President Horace D. Skipper called the meeting to order at
2:39 p.m. Individual introductions were made of Senators. President Skipper then
introduced Pat Smart, Immediate Past President of the Faculty Senate; Fran McGuire,
Faculty Representative to the Board of Trustees; Gordon Halfacre, Faculty Ombudsman;
Stef Rogers, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs; and Thornton Kirby,
Executive Secretary to the Board of Trustees.
2.
Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated April 13, 1999
were approved as corrected.
3.
Election of Senate/Faculty Representatives to University Committees:
Senator Elizabeth Dale moved to suspend normal voting rules to allow elections by
plurality which was seconded and approved.
Elections of Senators/Faculty
Representatives to University Committees were held by secret ballot.
4.

"Free Speech":

5.

a.

None

Committee Reports:

1)
Welfare - No formal report was given; however, Senators
were reminded to encourage colleagues to complete and return the 1999 Faculty Survey.
2)
Scholastic Policies - Chair David Allison welcomed new
members to this Committee. Immediate agenda items for the year will include student
academic policies. A resolution will be considered under New Business regarding
student evaluations of teaching. Vice President/President-Elect Fred Switzer noted the
importance to move forward with this process as the next logical step.

3)
Finance - Senator Kinly Sturkie, Chair, stated that this
Committee continues to receive responses to the "Out-of-Pocket Costs Survey" and asked
fellow Senators to encourage colleagues to complete and return the Survey to the Faculty
Senate Office.

4)
Policy - Senator Jim Acton, Chair, welcomed Committee
members and noted items the Committee will address: policies regarding the Faculty
Manual Editorial Consultant, Post-Tenure Review, Promotion and Tenure, School
Directors, role of Immediate Past President of the Faculty Senate and the Faculty

Representative to the Board on the Executive/Advisory Committee, in addition to other
items.
1

5)
Research - Chair Vic Shelburne stated that the Research
Committee will address items recommended from last year's Committee and announced
the addition of the Chair of the Senate Research Committee to the membership on the
University Research Council.
b.

University Commissions and Committees

1)

Senate Alternate John Huffman informed the Senate that

the Academic Council tabled the issue of the Graduate Council which raised some

concerns. His understanding is that the issue was tabled only because people wanted to
see more of the planned procedures and to have explanations provided to members of the
Academic Council by members of the Graduate Council and Graduate School. Dr.
Huffman will participate in these discussions in an advisory role.

c.
Report from the Faculty Representative to the Board of Trustees Dr. McGuire stated that the Board met on April 16, 1999 and approved four (4) items
passed by the Faculty Senate last year: Research Data Access and Retention Policy,
Student Teaching Evaluations, Refinements in Post-Tenure Review Processes, and
Refinements to Administrator Evaluation System.
All items were approved by the Board as passed by the Senate and
will be forwarded for incorporation into the Faculty Manual. Professor Alfred P. (Hap)
Wheeler has been appointed faculty representative to the Research Committee of the
Board of Trustees (CURF). Provost Rogers presented foreign student enrollment figures
(743 students) and country representation (74 countries) for Fall, 1998. Senators may
contact Dr. McGuire for more information.

6.

President's Report: President Skipper noted the following:

a.
that Robert A. Waller will continue as Faculty Manual Editorial
Consultant for the year, and
.

-

.

b.
that proposals to include the Immediate Past President and the
Faculty Representative to the Board as members of the Executive/Advisory will be
submitted to the Senate in June, and, if approved, to the General Faculty in August.
7.

Old Business: None

8.

New Business:

a.

Committee

assignments

were

shared

with

Senators

(Attachment A).

b.

The Executive/Advisory Committee will meet the last Thursday in

May at 1:30 p.m. and the Faculty Senate will meet June 8th in Vickery Hall.





c.
The Resolution on Student Evaluation of Teaching at Clemson was
submitted for consideration by Senator Allison. Following the passage of the required
two-thirds vote to bring to the floor, Vice President/President-Elect Switzer explained the
history and content of the Resolution. Following much discussion, a motion to Call the
Question was made, seconded, and unanimously passed. Vote to accept Resolution was
taken and passed unanimously (FS99-5-1 P) (Attachment B).

d.
Provost Rogers thanked Secretary Dale, President Skipper, and
Immediate Past President Smart for working with him during the past year noting regular
monthly meetings and working out particular issues. The Provost stated that Dr. Smart
represented the Faculty Senate very well and continued the good working relationships
with him and members of the Board of Trustees. Provost Rogers stated that the past year
was tough due to the number of issues that required the attention of the Senate and
faculty. He further noted that the administration and Board realize the hard work
undertaken during these endeavors and appreciate these efforts.
9.

Adjournment: President Skipper adjourned the meeting at 3:58 p.m.

$tetjL
Elizabeth Dale, Secret

:^*.2wg

Cathy Toth Stume, Administrative Assistant

Absent:

P. Skewes (R. Galyean for), K. Smith, C. Voelker, J. Leininger, B. Lee, A.
Ogale, S. Saha (J. Huffman for), R. Singh (G. Lickfield for), B. Naff (A.
Katsiyannis for)

FACULTY SENATE COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT
RESULTS
1999 - 2000

Access and Accommodations
David Allison

Accident Review Board

Kelly Smith
Computer Advisory
Subash Anand

Libraries Advisory Committee
Alan Grubb

Open Forum
Mike Hammig
Eleanor Hare

Parking Advisory Committee
David Bradshaw

University Assessment
Peg Tyler

Administrative Disciplinary Hearing
(3 years)
(1 year)

Marie Foster

Kinly Sturkie
Alcohol and Drug Awareness
Carolyn Brown
Steve Johnson
Bookstore

Matthew Priewe
.

Facilities Planning
Fred Switzer
Francis Eubanks

Deanna Astle

.,.

(as Vice President/President Elect)
(as faculty member from Architecture)

(as faculty member from other colleges)

u

D

Financial Aid
David Bradshaw

U

Kathryn Wesley
Greek Affairs

u

Antonis Katsiyannis
Media Advisory Board

D
U

Subrata Saha

Recreation Advisory
XXX

(from PRTM)

Student Health

0

0

Lois Sill

University Union Board
Sarah McCleskey

y

u
i

i
0
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u
Q
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RESOLUTION ON

fl

STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHING AT CLEMSON
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WHEREAS, There is a need to improve the process for student evaluation of teaching by
motivating students to be as conscientious and accurate as possible in their evaluations; and

WHEREAS, Evaluation forms and the evaluation process must be designed to
maximize validity; and
WHEREAS, Those who use this information need to understand how to interpret
this data and integrate it with other measures of teaching effectiveness;

RESOLVED, That the Faculty Senate endorse the Scholastic Policies Committee
Report on Student Evaluation of Teaching at Clemson submitted at the April Faculty
Senate Meeting; and

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Report be forwarded to the Provost as the
official recommendation of the Faculty Senate with respect to student evaluation of
teaching at Clemson.

This resolution was passed
unanimously by the Faculty Senate.

This resolution was passed unanimously
by the Faculty Senate.

MINUTES

FACULTY SENATE

JUNE 8,1999

1.

Call to Order: President Horace D. Skipper called the meeting to

order at 2:34 p.m.
2.
Senator Peg Tyler moved to go into Executive Session so that the
Faculty Senate could discuss a personnel issue. Motion was seconded. Vote to
go into Executive Session was taken and passed unanimously. The Faculty
Senate meeting was reconvened at 4:16 p.m.

The Faculty Senate Minutes dated May 4, 1999 were approved as
written.

4.

"Free Speech": None

5.

a.

Committee Reports:

1)
Welfare - Senator John Leininger, Chair, stated that
surveys have been received and will be analyzed during the second summer
session.

2)

Scholastic Policies - Chair David Allison stated that

this Committee has not met but that when they convene, carry-over items from
the last Senate Session will be addressed (student evaluations, plus/minus
grading). Other suggested issues may be forwarded to Senator Allison.
3)

Finance - Senator Kinly Sturkie, Chair, submitted and

briefly explained this Committee's Report dated June 8,1999 (Attachment A).
4)
Policy - The Policy Committee Report dated June 8,
1999 was submitted and highlighted by Senator Jim Acton, Chair (Attachment B).
5)

b.

Research - No report.

University Commissions and Committees (None)

r

6.

President's Report: President Skipper noted:

a.

that the Faculty Senate Resolution on Academic Integrity

was approved by the Provost.

b.
that he and Fran McGuire, Faculty Representative to the
Board of Trustees, will work with Thornton Kirby, Executive Secretary to the
Board, on the presidential search.
7.

Old Business: (None)

8.

New Business:

a.
Senator Acton submitted, explained and moved for
approval the item, Ombudsman Subcommittee in the Faculty Manual
(Attachment C). Motion was seconded. Vote to approve motion was taken and
passed unanimously.

9.

Adjournment: President Skipper adjourned the meeting at 4:30

p.m.

ale, Secretary

Gathy Tom Sturkie, Administrative Assistant

Absent:

M. Hall, M. Hammig, V. Shelburne (R. Galyean for), A. Grubb, K.
Smith, J. Bednar, C. Voelker, E. Dale, F. Eubanks, L. Bryan, S. Edge,
B. Lee, M. Ellison (G. Lickfield for), J. Meriwether, S. Anand, E.
Hare, S. Oldaker, B. Naff

Attachment A (1 of 1)
Memorandum

To:

Cathy Sturkie

From:

Kinly Sturkie, Faculty Senate Finance Committee

Re:

Finance Committee Report

Date:

June 8, 1999

Data collection for the "Out-of-Pocket Expense" Survey has been concluded. To date, one hundred fifty
three questionnaires have been completed and returned. A code book was recently developed, and most of
the information / data have been transferred to disk. Given the exploratory nature of this study, and the
wide variation in the kinds of numbers that have been provided, initial analysis will focus on the
development of summary statistics and qualitative evaluation. An initial report should be available by the
Faculty Senate meeting in September.

6
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POLICY COMMITTEE REPORT

Faculty Senate: June 8, 1999

Summary: The Policy Committee met on May 18, 1999 and arrived at a priority listing of
topics/issues we will address for the 99-00 Senateyear. The Policy Committee approved a
proposal for modifying the Composition of the Ombudsman Subcommittee (June - New
Business). Also, to be presented at the August 99 Faculty Senate meeting will be action was
taken on several proposed changes in the "FacultyConstitution" involving the composition of the
Advisory Committee of the Faculty Senate and the Immediate Past President being a voting
member of the Senate.

The Priority List of Issues for 99-00:
PRIORITY 1.

•

Realignment/reorganization of university committees (reference Draft III)

•

Revisions in the university tenure, promotion and reappointment procedures

(References: (a) using Singh and Dale reports; (b) failed revision of Personnel
Policy requiring department chair to send report directly to the Dean and have
Department Chair make an independent assessment; (c) clarification of the
Disclaimer process; (d) attention to wording/clarity to aid in interpretation relating
to potential grievances/grievance issues; (e) examine features in post-tenure review
as related to the above revisions).

Faculty-Administrative issues: (a) "Professors in Charge"; (b) School Directors administrative role andjob description; (b) Term limits for Department Chairs
•

Grievance Board issues: (a) Annual report of the Grievance Board to the Faculty
Senate; (b) Possibility of intervention by the Senate Advisory Committee in cases
in which there is a difference between the grievance panel and the Provost [???
Senate Advisory Committee - What is meant by this? In cases in which there are

faculty manual violations and interpretation differences? Intervene to do what?]
•

Annual Evaluation revisions: (a) Assess in relationto Forms 1 and 2, the hard

copy Form 3, and the Faculty Activity System reporting; (b) Side Item: Paper
reduction in report printing from the FAS. [Policy Committee and/or ExecutiveAdvisory Committee(s) need to have an update from Dori Helms and Wickes
Westcott on FAS uses, accessability, and goal approval aspects.]
PRIORITY 2

Political Activity - examine and reintroduce previous statement

*
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Reconstitution of Faculty Development Committee. Bob Waller was requested
to work up a proposal for us; interface with Linda Nielsen
Sale of Class Notes by Faculty: Eleanor Hare and Bob Waller were to get
information on statements/memos on subject by former Provosts Maxwell and
Jennette and from prior Faculty Senate proposed resolution (?)
Need for Faculty Committee on Academic Advising:

PRIORITY 3

Inappropriate and/or Obsolete "faculty" titles: (Reference the "Failed
redefinition of faculty" proposal).

•

University Union Advisory Council: There was a recommendation to abolish the
faculty membership and involvement on this council (Recommendation to the
Faculty Senate by Allen Burns; We will wait on this one.)
Deletion of Affirmative Action Coordinator role in the faculty manual (We

decided to leave it alone; We have a newDirectorof Access & Equity coming on

board, as well as a new President. Each college has a coordinator, and currently it
is the deans.)

Provisions of an Administrator's Award. (At the moment is low priority; We

will go back and look at request submitted to the Policy Committee from 7/8/97).
$50 Bonus from Provost to each Faculty Senator: (No priority).

FS-June99/jca
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CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

19 May 1999

To: Faculty Senate President Horace D. Skipper

From: James C. Acton, Chair ofthe Policy Committee^WPp
Re: Ombudsman Subcommittee in the Faculty Manual

Ayear's experience with the role ofFaculty Ombudsman indicates that the operation ofthe Subcommmee for that office would profit from the inclusion ofthe Faculty Representative to the Board of
Trustees inan advisory capacity.

iz /* a?US' ?£ P™Posed ^thePolicy Committee that the composition ofthe Subcommittee in the

Faculty Manual (p.34) bemodified as follows:

"The Ombudsman will report to asubcommittee ofthe Faculty Senate Executive Advisory
Committee with the following composition: Immediate Past President ofthe Faculty Senate, the
Faculty Senate President, the Vice President/President Elect, the Faculty Representative to tta

Board ofTrustees, and one faculty member appointed by the Advisory Committee annually."
As aminor administrative change, this addition could become effective upon approval by the full

t acuity Senate and the Provost.

c.c: Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers
Ombudsman R. Gordon Halfacre

Faculty Representative tothe Board ofTrustees Francis A. McGuire
Editorial Consultant Robert A. Waller

Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

FACULTY SENATE

R. M. Cooper Library Box345104 Clemson,SC 29634-5104
864.656.2456 FAX 864.656.3025
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THERE WAS NO

FACULTY SENATE MEETING

IN

JULY, 1999

MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE MEETING

AUGUST 17, 1999

1.

Call to Order: President Horace D. Skipper called the meeting to order at 2:31

p.m.

Senator John Bednar made a motion to go into Executive Session, which was seconded.
Vote was taken to go into Executive Session and passed at 2:33 p.m.

Executive Session ended at 3:15 p.m. at which time the Faculty Senate Meeting
continued with a motion by Senator Elizabeth Dale that the Faculty Senate send notice to the
faculty indicating dissatisfaction with the current situation regarding faculty involvement in the
presidential search process and the historical perspective of what transpired in June. In addition,
Senator Dale's motion stated that colleagues be asked to send input, noting any concerns, about
the selection process for the new president.

During discussion, it was decided by the Senate that Senator Dale will draft a message
from the Faculty Senate President to all faculty and send to the Executive/Advisory Committee
for comments. The message will then be forwarded to faculty requesting immediate responses.
Vote to approve general contents of message was taken and passed unanimously.
Senator Allison moved that the Faculty Senate invite as many Board members who will
attend to meet with Senate within the next two weeks to discuss the search process. Motion was
seconded. Vote to invite Board of Trustees to meet with the Faculty Senate within two weeks or

on September 3rd was taken and passed unanimously.
2.
Approval of Minutes. Both the General Faculty Meeting Minutes dated May 9,
1999 and the Faculty Senate Minutes dated June 8, 1999 were passed as submitted.
"Free Speech": Kenneth R. Murr, Librarian, reviewed the impact of the "parking
3.
tax." Mr. Murr announced that a group of faculty and staff will be interviewing and selecting
attorneys to begin legal action to return all improperly collected fees and to stop future collection
of such fees. Mr. Murr encouraged Faculty Senate members to inform their faculty of this
happening and invited all faculty to join in the action.

4.

a.

Committee Reports

1)
Welfare - Senator John Leininger stated that the 1999 Faculty
Survey is almostready to be presented to the Senate, hopefully, at the next meeting.
2)

Scholastic Policies -

Senator David Allison noted that this

Committee has met with Senior Vice Provost Jerome V. Reel, Jr. regarding the status of the
evaluation forms for implementation this fall. Major concerns include the resistance to change
the evaluation ranking from 1 to 5 on the CHE- mandated question. Hopefully, that question will
be broken out. The Committee hopes to engage and focus on the implementation process - how
to use data and develop questions. This Committee will meet with the Provost's Advisory
Council and with the Student Body and Senate Presidents. Instructions for liaisons, those who
are actually handling the forms, will be shared. Dori Helms, Provost's Administrative Intern,
plans to join the Committee at the next meeting.
The issues of plus/minus grading and students on probation and summer school hours for
which they can register will be addressed by the Scholastic Policies Committee. Senator Allison
stated that the Student Body and Student Senate Presidents have a standing invitation to meet
with this Committee.

3)
Finance Committee - Senator Kinly Sturkie has scheduled the first
meeting of this Committee for August 31 at 2:30 p.m. in 110 Brackett Hall during which goals
for the year will be established. Thirty additional "Out-of-Pocket" Expenses Surveys have been
discovered with the Faculty Survey which brings the total to 180 returned surveys. The Finance
Committee plans to share the Report in October.
4)

Policy Committee - Senator Jim Acton stated that the Provost has

approved a minor change to the Ombudsman Subcommittee to include the Faculty
Representative to the Board of Trustees. Priorities to pursue have been set by the Policy
Committee which are included in the June Faculty Senate Minutes. This Committee will next
meet on Tuesday, August 24 at 2:30 p.m. in the Library Conference Room.
5)

Research Committee -

Senator Vic Shelburne stated that this

Committee had not yet met but will address issues regarding intellectual property and the issue
of research scientists/scholars.

b.

University Commissions and Committees

(None)

c.
Report from the Faculty Representative to the Board of Trustees - Fran.
McGuire stated that the Board met in July and informed the Senate of two issues of importance:
(1) the Board approved the research professor position. The Provost was explicit in his
explanation that the Faculty Senate disagreed with the title; nevertheless, the decision was made
to approve the position in principle and for the Provost and the Faculty Senate President to
discuss the title debate and (2) Committees of the Board will now meet on campus the day
before the full Board meets. This will be more convenient for Senate representatives to attend
Board committee meetings.
2

President Skipper noted that rather than Breakfast with the Board this fall, the Senate

may have a cookout to include students. Comments are to be forwarded to President Skipper.
5.

President's Report

Item to be presented, an Update of the Presidential Search Process, was part of the
discussion during Executive Session.
6.

Old Business

7.

New Business

(None)

a.
Senator Shelburne questioned the Senate on feedback they may have
received regarding difficulties with the new Peoplesoft Computer System now implemented at
Clemson University. This issue will be forwarded to the Finance Committee to pursue.
8.

Announcements

a.
Senator Leininger.

Any suggestions for a Faculty Senate retreat are to be forwarded to

b.
Jack McKenzie has requested to meet with the Executive/Advisory
Committee on August 26 to discuss the faculty participation in the Solid Orange events.
c.

9.

Congratulations to Senator Sandy Edge upon his recent marriage.

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned by President Skirjp©F'aT3T55 p.m

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Administrative Assistant

Absent: F. Eubanks (Cranston for), L. Bryan, J. Brannan, S. Anand, B. Thames (A. Katsiyannis
for), B. Naff

President Skipper noted that rather than Breakfast with the Board this fall, the Senate
may have a cookout to include students. Comments are to be forwarded to President Skipper.
5.

President's Report

Item to be presented, an Update of the Presidential Search Process, was part of the
discussion during Executive Session.
6.

Old Business

7.

New Business

(None)

a.
Senator Shelburne questioned the Senate on feedback they may have
received regarding difficulties with the new Peoplesoft Computer System now implemented at
Clemson University. This issue will be forwarded to the Finance Committee to pursue.
8.

Announcements

a.
Senator Leininger.

Any suggestions for a Faculty Senate retreat are to be forwarded to

b.
Jack McKenzie has requested to meet with the Executive/Advisory
Committee on August 26 to discuss the faculty participation in the Solid Orange events.

c.

9.

Congratulations to Senator Sandy Edge upon his recent marriage.

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned by President SkirjperaT3:55 p.m.

Cathy Toth Sturkie, Administrative Assistant

Absent: F. Eubanks (Cranston for), L. Bryan, J. Brannan, S. Anand, B. Thames (A. Katsiyannis
for), B. Naff

CALLED FACULTY SENATE MEETING
WITH

MEMBERS OF THE

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

SEPTEMBER 3, 1999

1.

Call to Order: President Horace D. Skipper called the meeting to order at 2:34
p.m.

Senator Elizabeth Dale moved to go into Executive Session which was seconded.
Senator Eleanor Hare moved that Executive Session include Patricia T. Smart,

Immediate Past President of the Faculty Senate, and Francis A. McGuire, Faculty
Representative to the Board of Trustees which was seconded.
Point of clarification was requested and received.

Vote to go into Executive Session was taken and passed.
2.

Executive Session: Began at 2:30 p.m. with introductions of and thanks to the
members of the Board of Trustees who were present: Dr. Louis Lynn, Tom
McTeer, Les McCraw, Patti McAbee, and Lawrence Gressette, Chair.

Following a candid and honest discussion among those present with the Board
stating they will consider all comments shared with them, vote to exit Executive
Session was taken and passed unanimously.

Executive Session and called meeting of the Facu^y ^en^ite and members of the
Board of Trustees was adjourned at 4:24 p.m.

'SJL^^^J^^t
Cathy Toth Sturkie

Absent: C. Brown, D. Allison (M. Cranston for, F. Eubanks, J. Brannan, M. Bridgwood
(J. Huffman for), B. Naff (A. Katsiyannis for)

Faculty Senate Research Committee 1999-2000
Report #2, September 27, 1999

Committee members in attendance: V. Shelbume, S. Anand, B. Lee, R. Singh, J. Brannan, E. Richardson
1. The "Research Professor" topic was discussed in detail especially in light of this committee's consensus
vote at the last meeting supporting it and the subsequent discussion at the Faculty Senate meeting on
September 14. V. Shelbume stated that he sees it mostly as a name question since the actual position
type (Research Scientist or Scholar) concept has already been approved. Conversations with faculty
who are opposed indicate concerns which go deeper than the name i.e., impact on resources and then
reallocation away from existing faculty; funding these positions between grants; how these faculty
would be evaluated and their role in graduate committees. The committee suggested we investigate
what other Universities are doing and the following Universities were assigned by Shelbume to
investigate if and how this title is being used.
North Carolina State University - V. Shelbume
Iowa State - J. Brannan

Auburn University - E. Richardson
University of Illinois (Champaign/Urbana) - S. Anand
Texas A&M - R. Singh
U. of Tennessee - B. Lee

Committee members are asked to investigate whether the "Research Professor" title is used at these
universities and how the concerns above are addressed. Committee members were asked to e-mail their

findings to V. Shelbume by the end of next week.
2. V. Shelbume clarified fringe benefits availability for faculty/staff who are hired only on a contract basis
by Clemson. Specifically, these employees can earn fringe benefits as long as they are written into the
grant; however annual leave is not an option.

3. The issue of graduate student assistantships was discussed. Concern was expressed at the last meeting
that there is no University policy on levels of funding. Note that there are minimumrates only (since
the student must earn at least the minimum wage rate x 1.2). Above the minimum, only Department
policy dictates rates. Because of the differences in supply and demand across disciplines, it is probably
best that rates (and their competitiveness) be set by the Department which knows best what its peers
are likewise using as rates.

4. Raj Singh suggested that there is a lackof consistency among Colleges' consulting policies. While this
isprobably a College issue, members of the committee will bring their college consulting policies to the
next meeting for comparison.

5. The question of the University's Patent Policy was also discussed and it will be reviewed by the
committee at the next meeting.

6. V. Shelbume reported that he has been appointed to the University Research Council byvirtue of his
position of chair of this committee. The first meeting is Monday, October 11.

7. The next meeting of this committee is 2:30 p.m. on Monday, October 25 inRoom 251 Lehotsky Hall.

Approved by the Policy Committee on 28 September 1999.
aines C.

Acton,

Chair

Resolution on the Faculty Activity System
Whereas, the goal-setting activity of determining percentage allocation of effort
and describing those goals as required in Form 1, Appendix E, of the Faculty
Manual is essentially the same process as required by goal-setting in the Faculty
Activity System system, and

Whereas, the goal-setting activity is described in the Facultv Manual (E. Annual
Performance Evaluation, page 26) as being "established by the chair or director in
consultation with the faculty member, using Form 1," and

Whereas, the only signatures indicated on Form 1 are those of the faculty member
and the chair, and

Whereas, the Facultv Manual lists the specific functions of the department chair
(J. The Department Chairs, page 9) to include "supervising the department's

program of instruction, including curriculum, scheduling, faculty workload, and
departmental research and public service; ...", and

Whereas, (E. Annual Performance Review, page 26) if a disclaimer is filed at any

stage in the evaluation process (including Form 1), it is the responsibility ofthe
dean to "investigate the matter and mediate if possible," and

Whereas, one who mediates should not be part of the dispute that s/he is called
upon to settle,

Be It Resolved that the Faculty Activity System statements referring to the Deans

being allowed to "review and approve your goals" is aviolation ofthe intent of the
Facultv Manual and

Be It Further Resolved that the Provost
remove immediately all
reference to the word "Dean" in the section referring to approval of goals, and

Be It Further Resolved that the Faculty Senate begin an investigation into the

desirability, or lack thereof, ofincluding the Dean in the goal-setting process.

CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

15 September 1999

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

H<tf{
From:
Re:

HoraceD. Skiver, Faculty Senate President
Resolution on Post-Tenure Review Dispensation

At yesterday afternoon's meeting of the Faculty Senate
the following resolution was approved unanimously for your
consideration and implementation:
************************************************************

Whereas, last year's academic review cycle resulted in
tenured faculty members being promoted to the academic rank
of associate professor or professor, and

Whereas, some of these individuals would now be subject
in this subseguent year to a post-tenure review process,
Be it resolved, that these tenured individuals be
exempt from engaging in an immediate post-tenure review
cycle and that for all these individuals AY 1999-2000 be
counted as year one in their post-tenure review cycle clock,
and

Be it further resolved, that the Faculty Senate advise
the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost that the

application of this exemption is for this one time only.
************************************************************

Your prompt acceptance of this recommendation will
eliminate needless and unnecessary effort upon the part of
individuals and the institution.

c.c:

Administrative Intern Doris R.
Editorial Consultant Robert A.

Helms
Waller

Admin. Assists. Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

FACULTY

SENATE

R. M. Cooper Library Box 345104 Clemson, SC 29634-5104
864.656.2456 FAX 864.656.3025

DRAFT

MINUTES

FACULTY SENATE MEETING

SEPTEMBER 14, 1999

1.
Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:36 p. m. by President
Horace D. Skipper.
2.
Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated August 17, 1999
were approved as distributed.
3.

"Free Speech": None

4.
Special Order of the Day: Mendal Bouknight, Director of Development,
presented information on the Solid Orange Event including the goals of the campaign;
where it is at this time; and the importance of participation by University constituent
groups.

5.

Committee Reports
a.

Senate Committees

1)
Welfare Committee - Senator John Leininger, Chair,
submitted the Committee Report and stated the plan to present the Faculty Survey
preliminary results at the October Senate Meeting (Attachment A). Senators were invited
to attend Welfare Committee meetings.
2)
Scholastic Policies Committee - Chair David Allison stated
that this Committee continues to focus on student evaluations of teaching. The form for
this evaluation is in the process of being printed and the content is the same as that
recommended by the Faculty Senate. Instructions for distribution have been revised and
corrected. Forms will be picked up and returned to the departmental office, rather than
deans' offices; the schedule is as stated in Senior Vice Provost Reel's memo; and work is

being conducted to compress the schedules in the spring semester so that evaluations can
occur as late as the last day of class. Information regarding the student evaluations was
presented to the Provost's Advisory Council and feedback was received. There was
general broad based support but with some reservations. Briefings are being held with
department chairs in each college to introduce the new form and process, and to stress the
importance of developing departmental questions that are outcomes based. Senator Kelly
Smith noted that he will be writing a response to the recent editorial in 'The Tiger" and
Student Senate and Student Body Presidents have been invited to attend Committee
1

meetings. Linda Nilson, Director of Teaching Effectiveness and Innovation, will meet
with the Committee at the next meeting and Dori Helms, Faculty Administrative Intern,
joined the Committee at the next meeting. Feedback from the college and PAC meetings

includes: logistical problems within departments; timing of evaluation process; question
of mandatory department questions (a policy statement is necessary); insuring that
departmental questions are outcomes-based; insuring consistent format in questions;
reversal of ranking CHE and others; and validity concerns. Despite these reservations,
we have expressed our firm belief that this new form and process is better than previous
student evaluations. We consider this effort a work in progress and hope to continue
refinements to both the content and process.

The Committee has also begun work on plus-minus grading.
Preliminary inquiries indicate that Clemson is one of only a few schools among our peer
institutions that do not have some form of plus and/or minus grading.
The Committee has yet to begin work on summer school course
loads for students on probation.

3)
Finance Committee - Senator Kinly Sturkie, Chair,
submitted Committee Report (Attachment B). Senator Sturkie informed the Senate that
those employees involved with PeopleSoft are aware of concerns and noted that the
process is a three-year changeover from the previous system. An Open Forum has been
held and a Helpdesk is available for assistance. This Committee meets on the fourth
Tuesday of each month at 2:30 p.m. in 110 Brackett Hall and Senators are invited to
attend.

Provost Steffen H. Rogers announced that due to the installation of
PeopleSoft, the disclosure of budgets has been delayed until later in the fall. Senate

Alternate John Huffman suggested that the Faculty Senate invite PeopleSoft personnel as
Special Order of the Day in November.

4)

Policy Committee - Jim Acton, Chair, submitted the Policy

Committee Report dated September 14, 1999 (Attachment C). Senators were invited to

attend the next Policy Committee meeting on September 28th at 2:30 p.m. where
discussions will continue regarding the research professor title. Other interested campus
individuals will be in attendance. Much discussion among Senators and the Provost was

held regarding the presence of deans' evaluations of goals within the FAS; perceived
Faculty Manual violation; the role of department chairs; and protection of the faculty
member.

5)
Research Committee - Vic Shelburne, Chair, submitted the
August 31, 1999 Committee Report (Attachment D).

b.

University Commissions and Committee

(None)

6.

President's Report: President Skipper:
a)
thanked the Provost for working with the Faculty Senate and for
his immediate response regarding concerns by Senators of deans' evaluations of goals
within the Faculty Activity System.
b)
informed the Senate that the message from Chairman of the Board

ofTrustees, Lawrence Gressette, will be forwarded to all faculty on September 15th.
c)
shared information about the opportunity for faculty to display
their authored books and materials in the Madren Center during October-December,
1999. Senator Peg Tyler is coordinator of the display and a formal announcement to all

faculty will be made on September 15th.
d)

announced that the Faculty Senate, Board of Trustees, and student

leaders will gather at the Owen Pavilion of the Madren Center on October 21st for a
Barbeque and an opportunity to spend time together in a relaxed environment.
e)
stated that the process to select a Faculty Representative to the
Board of Trustees will soon begin.
7.

Old Business (None)

8.

New Business

a.

Senator Acton submitted the addition to the Faculty Manual,

Annual Reporting of Grievance Activities. Vote to accept this addition was taken and
passed with the required two-thirds majority vote (Attachment E).
b.
Resolution on Post-Tenure Review Dispensation was submitted for
approval by Senator Acton. Friendly amendments were offered and accepted. Following
discussion and call to question, vote to accept call was taken and passed unanimously.
Vote was then taken to approve resolution which passed unanimously (Attachment F)
(FS99-9-1 P).

c.
Concerns were then expressed regarding the loss of parking spaces
to prepare for the new Biotechnology building and golfcarts and mopeds on sidewalks.
9.

Announcements:

President

Skipper

announced

that

the

next

Executive/Advisory Committee meeting will be at 3:15 p.m. on September 23rd and that
the Faculty Senate Retreat is scheduled for December 14 at the Ramada Inn.
10.
p.m.

Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned by President Skipper at 4:06

Elizabeth Dale

Cathy Toth Sturkie

Absent: M. Hall, C. Brown, P. Skewes (R. Galyean for), S. Edge, M. Bridgwood, R.
Singh (J. Huffman for), S. Oldaker (A. Katsiyannis for), B. Naff

Welfare Committee Report
Faculty Senate: September 14, 1999

Presently the Welfare Committee is addressing four main issues. The responsibility of these four
tasks have been assigned each individual members of the committee listed below:

Faculty Senate Survey—John Leininger is continuing his efforts at preparing the results for
distribution to the Faculty Senate. The forms were rescanned for purposes of verification of all
the responses. The open ended questions are still being input. A preliminary draft will be avail
able at Friday's (9/17) Welfare Committee meeting and distribution to the Faculty Senate at the
October meeting.
&•

Health Insurance Review—Caroline Brown has taken the responsibility to research the faculty
as to the quality of the state health care coverage. She has started with the lead senators and my
involve others on this committee through email to help determine the next step. The classified
staff has asked to be included in this effort and has contacted the committee to offer their

thoughts and assistance.

Faculty Senate Retreat—Brenda Thames is coordinating plans for a Faculty Senate Retreat on
December 14, 1999. She is in the process of planning the program. More information will be
available at the October meeting.
Employee Exit Interview-Amod Ogale has taken responsibility to determine the need, opportu
nity and format that might address this process.
The following dates were set for the remainder of the semester. Tentatively the location will be
the conference room on the second floor of the library. All are welcome to attend or you can
send your concerns to the appropriate individuals on the committee.
September 17th, 12:30 p.m.
October 22nd, 12:30 p.m.
November 12th, 12:30 p.m.
December will be scheduled at our September meeting.
Committee Members and email addresses:

John Leininger, Chair-ljohn@CLEMSON.EDU
DavidBradshaw-dbrdshw@CLEMSON.EDU

Caroline Brown-bcaroly@CLEMSON.EDU
FrancisEubanks-efranci@CLEMSON.EDU

B

The Faculty Senate Finance Committee met on August 31. The principal
purpose of the meeting was to confer with Logan Rice, of the Comptrollers
Office, who is the central contact person on campus regarding People Soft.
Ms. Rice noted, in part, that:
1.

The Administration is very aware that there have been continuing

problems with this software and is attempting to resolve these problems
sequentially. The changeover process is currently at month 18 in a three
year process.

2.

Part of the delay in getting this system operational for some faculty
purposes is some data are in systems that are not Y2K compliant. These Y2K
problems must necessarily been addressed first.

3.

Getting P.I.'s access to grant monies is recognized as a high priority,
and some improvements should be in the system by the time of the September
Faculty Senate meeting.

4.

An Open Forum to discuss these and related issues was held on September
9. The time and locale of this meeting were forwarded to every faculty and
staff person through email.

5.

Training of faculty and staff is also a high priority, since some of the
problems aren't with the system, but with the familiarity of the users.

6.

Ms. Rice will be glad to attend a Faculty Senate Meeting to address
these concerns.

7.

There is a People Soft Help Desk (656-2827). Ms. Rice can be reached at
'jlrice@clemson.edu', or 'cubs2000@clemson.edu.'
Other issues of concern to the Finance Committee this year:

1.

Clemson University Foundation: how is money collected and spent; what
are the rules governing these activities?

2.

Communication between IPTAY and the faculty.

Respectfully submitted,
Kinly Sturkie, Chair
Faculty Senate Finance Committee

Faculty Senate Policy Committee Report
For September 14th Senate Meeting

ThePolicy Committee met August 24, 1999.

Arecently revised copy ofthe "Overhaul ofUniversity Committee Structure" was
distributed to the committee for study.

The committee approved two items ofbusiness for the Executive/Advisory Committee
reviewand Faculty Senate consideration:

1. Annual Reporting of Grievance Activities - Amendment to provide a summary

report ofgrievance activities from Procedures I and II, to be presented to the
Faculty Senate each academicyear.
2. A Resolution on Post-Tenure Review Dispensation - involves ^'resetting the

clock" with regards to Post-Tenure Review in the 1999-2000 academic year for
faculty that were just promoted toAssociate Professor and Professor. A"one
time" dispensation.

Committee had invited Dori Helms to present information regarding the Faculty Activity

System in that notices ofschedules were on line with "goal setting." Concerns were given
regarding the Dean's evaluation ofgoals with response to faculty. That action would
violate the Faculty Manual's principle concept ofForm 1goal setting between the facultymember and his/her Chair. Theoutcome ofthe discussion was presented to the

Exec/Advisory Committee with follow-up directed from them that the Policy Committee
Chair and Faculty Senate Chair meet with the Provost expressing our concerns relative to
the Dean and the chain-of-command.

Inother PTR/Tenure, Promotion, Reappointment actions, the Chair charged the
committee to review sections D,E, F and Gofthe Faculty Manual ofPart IV 'Tersonnel

Practices" and identify areas which need revision. Such revision would encompass FAS
versus Forms 1 & 2, and other concerns.

Bob Waller presented aresult ofthe research ofthe Board ofTrustee's records indicating
policy positions on searches for aUniversity President. This was background information
at this point.

Faculty Senate Research Committee 1999-2000

Report #1, August 31, 1999 Meeting

Committee members inattendance: V. Shelbume (Chair), S. Anand, B. Lee, R. Singh, C. Voelker,
J. Brannan

1. Vic Shelbume made introductions and reviewed the Final Report of the 1998-99 Faculty Senate
Research Committee. The following actions were taken:

A. As Chair, Vic Shelbume will represent the Faculty Senate on the University Research Council
(he will contact Dr. Shah's office for meeting dates).

B. The committee will review the final Report of the Select Committee onIntellectual Property.
C. The committee will review therecommendations in the"Final Report on University Research"
presented bythe Commission on the Future of Clemson University concerning non-tenure
track research faculty.

2. With respect to new business, the following issues were discussed.

A. At the last Faculty Senate meeting, Vic Shelbume raised the issue of the problems associated
with the new Financial Management System (CUBS 2000 as is delivered by the Vendor
PeopleSoft) and the inability of project leaders to access their grant balances. He reported
that he had been invitedto a meeting alreadycalled by Dr. Przimbel (Engineering & Science)
to discuss the problem with Scott Ludlow, Chief Financial Officer. Theresult of this meeting
was that the Budget and Financial Management personnel are very aware of the present
problems and shortcomings and are working very hard to make the system function.
Specifically, they promised (1) to load all Sponsored Programs remaining budget balances
within the week. (2) Indicate vendor/payee name on Daily Activity Reports. (3) Hold
campus-wide meetings during the week of September 9th on CUBS 2000 and (4) review
reporting format options.

B. A discussion ensued on the Research Scientist/Scholar title as had been proposed by the
Faculty Senate last year and its subsequent rejection by the Board of Trustees. Raj Singh
gave a convincing argument that this committee should support the Research Professor
(Asst./Assoc./'Tull") title. The consensus of the committee was that we would support this
title for non-tenure track sponsored program account personnel as long as they carried
Special faculty rank and did not conflict with current ranks/titles already at Clemson. (Chair
note: specifically Research Associate or Extension Associate/Asst./Assoc./"Full" titles need
to be likewise clarified).

C. The issue of graduate student research assistantships and/or Research Associate salaries was
brought forward. According to some members of the committee there is a question as to how
these rate limits are set (University or College Policy) and whether there needs to be a
University-wide policy if none now exists.

D. The issue of fringe benefits for contract personnel was brought forward as an issue.

Specifically, by not offering fringe benefits to contract personnel, is Clemson reducing the
quality of potential employees who are project-life AND is it possible for Clemson to offer
full benefits to these personnel as long as there is adequate funding available in the contract?
3. This committee will meet again on Monday, September 27 at 2:00 p.m. in 251 Lehotsky.
Successive meetings and times will be decided at each meeting due to scheduling difficulties.

/ /

CLEMSON
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15 September 1999

To:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

fM (Jr. ^^y^oi
From:
Re:

Horace D. Skipper, Faculty Senate President
Annual Reporting of Grievance Activities

At yesterday afternoon's meeting of the Faculty Senate,
the assembled body approved by the required two-thirds ma

jority the addition to the Faculty Manual presented below.
Years of experience with the operation of the Univer
sity's Grievance Procedures I and II (pages 33-43 of the
August 1999 Faculty Manual1 strongly suggest that the system
could be improved by requiring annual report summaries from
the chairs of the respective hearing bodies to provide the
Faculty Senate and others with the general nature and dispo
sition of cases being filed and judged.

To accomplish this objective, it is recommended to you
that the following sentence (underscored) be inserted on
page 34 causing the very last paragraph in Section A.
"General Information" to read as follows:

Guidelines related to all aspects of the Grievance
Procedures should be obtained from the Faculty Senate
Office or the Faculty Senate web site (www.Clemson.edu/
facsen) prior to filing any grievance.
Once each aca
demic year the Chairperson of the Faculty Senate Ad
visory Committee and the Chairperson of the Grievance
Board will give to the Faculty Senate a summary report
concerning grievance activities with respect to Faculty
Grievance Procedures I and II respectively.
The full
text of both grievance procedures follow.

This insertion would require an annual and public reporting
of the general actions taken by the two grievance bodies.
As an amendment to the current Faculty Manual, this

change now needs your approval for immediate implementation.
As a minor internal reporting matter, this modification
should not need the approval of the Board of Trustees.

c.c:

Policy Committee Chair James C. Acton
Grievance Board Chair Kerry R. Brooks
Editorial Consultant Robert A.

Waller

Web Manager Gordon M. Cochrane
Admin. Assists. Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

FACULTY

SENATE

R. M. Cooper Library Box 345104 Clemson. SC 29634-5104
864.656.2456

FAX 864.656.3025
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To:

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

From:
Re:

Horace"D. Skipper, Faculty Senate President
Resolution on Post-Tenure Review Dispensation
At yesterday afternoon's meeting of the Faculty Senate

the following resolution was approved unanimously for your
consideration and implementation:
*********************************************** *************

Whereas, last year's academic review cycle resulted in
tenured faculty members being promoted to the academic rank
of associate professor or professor, and

Whereas, some of these individuals would now be subject

in this subsequent year to a post-tenure review process,
Be it resolved, that these tenured individuals be
exempt from engaging in an immediate post-tenure review
cycle and that for all these individuals AY 1999-2000 be

counted as year one in their post-tenure review cycle clock,
and

Be it further resolved, that the Faculty Senate advise
the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost that the

application of this exemption is for this one time only.
************************************************************

Your prompt acceptance of this recommendation will

eliminate needless and unnecessary effort upon the part of
individuals and the institution.

c.c:

Administrative Intern Doris R. Helms
Editorial Consultant Robert A. Waller

Admin. Assists. Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

FACULTY SENATE

R. M. CooperLibrary Box 345104 Clemson, SC 29634-5104
864.656.2456 FAX 864.656.3025

RESOLUTION ON
POST-TENURE REVIEW DISPENSATION

FS99-9-1 P

WHEREAS, Last year's academic review cycle resulted in tenured faculty
members being promoted to the academic rank of associate professor or professor; and

WHEREAS, Some of these individuals would now be subject in this subsequent
year to a post-tenure review process; and

RESOLVED, That these tenured individuals be exempt from engaging in an
immediate post-tenure review cycle and that for all these individuals AY 1999-2000 be
counted as year one in their post-tenure review cycle clock; and

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Faculty Senate advise the Vice President for
Academic Affairs and Provost that the application of this exemption is for this one time
only.

This resolution was passed unanimously

by the Faculty Senate on September 14,1999.

MINUTES

FACULTY SENATE MEETING

OCTOBER 12, 1999

1.
Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:36 p. m. by President
Horace D. Skipper.
2.
Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated September 3 and
14, 1999 were approved as distributed.
3.
Special Order of the Day President Skipper introduced the Fourteenth
President of Clemson University, James F. Barker.
(Excerpts): President-Elect Barker informed the Senate of his plans for
Clemson University for the next ten years, noting that this was his presentation to the
Board of Trustees who want the ten-year plan compressed. President Barker believes a
period of stability, community, growth, and challenge is needed; that faculty development
must be nurtured and supported; that focus, energy, and resources should be directed
towards things that Clemson does well; and that the sense of community must be
strengthened and valued on our campus. We must build an environment that encourages
collaboration and must spend energy on Clemson's differences from other universities
and recognize and celebrate those differences. The needs of the Library must be
addressed to reflect the needs of the University. International academic experiences must
be strengthened. In all endeavors, we must focus on the students. The relationship
between the Board of Trustees and Faculty is a positive liaison which President-Elect
Barker encourages.
Questions and answers:

1)
2)

Regarding faculty morale, President-Elect Barker stated that all of us at Clemson
must create a climate where the best can be brought out in students and ourselves.
Regarding the search process which during which the Board of Trustees chose the
President, President-Elect Barker stated that trust must be earned and that he
intends to earn that trust.

3)

Regarding improvement's to the Library and the suggestion that a portion of
campaign funds be directed to the Library, President-Elect Barker stated that the
Campaign is on its way and that the Library is a part of that campaign, but that
more for the Library may be needed in the future.

President Barker left the Senate meeting to teach a class.

4.
"Free Speech": Jack Abraham, Director of Emergency Preparedness,
explained the responsibilities of members on the Parking Review Board and requested the
participation of Faculty Senators.
5.

President's Report: President Skipper:
a)
reminded Senators of the Faculty Gathering scheduled for 4-6:00

p.m. at theLibrary Fountain Plaza on October 14th.
b)
noted that the drawing process for tickets to Brooks Center
performances will begin soon and thanked the Provost for his assistance. In addition,
once-a-month drawings will be held for faculty to receive a free meal from Aramark, Inc.
c)
reminded the Senators of the BBQ with the Board of Trustees on
October 21 from 5-8:00 p.m.
d)

Senator Alan Grubb asked the status of the statement from the

Executive/Advisory Committee regarding the three presidential candidates. President
Skipper responded that it was signed and forwarded by him and Fran McGuire, as
Faculty Representative to the Board.
President Skipper left the Senate meeting to attend Lab; Vice
President Fred Switzer presiding.
6.

Committee Reports
a.

Senate Committees

1)
Welfare Committee - Senator John Leininger, Chair,
distributed the results of the 1999 Faculty Survey to Senators; noted its presence on the
web: http://www.Ub.clemson.edu/fs/docs.htm; briefly explained the format (copies are
also on file in the Faculty Senate Office and on Reserves at the Library). Senator
Leininger also noted that this Committee is in the process of planning a Faculty Senate
retreat. Vice President Switzer noted his thanks and appreciation to Senator Leininger for
the time and effort expended by members of this Committee.
2)
Scholastic Policies Committee - Chair David Allison
submitted the Committee Report dated October 12, 1999 (Attachment A).
3)
Finance Committee - Senator Kinly Sturkie submitted the
Finance Committee Report dated October 12, 1999 (Attachment B) and briefly described
preliminary findings of the Out-of-Pocket Expense Survey. More information will be
provided at the next Senate meeting.
4)
Policy Committee submitted by Jim Acton, Chair (Attachment C).

Policy Committee Report was

5)
Research Committee - Vic Shelburne, Chair, submitted the
Research Committee Report
b.

University Commissions and Committees

(None)
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c.

Fran McGuire, Faculty Representative to the Board of Trustees

reported that the full Board will meet at the Madren Center on October 22ndand that

Board committees will meet on October 21st. Dr. McGuire encouraged attendance by the
Senate representatives to these committee meetings. Dr. McGuire stated that the Senate
is moving in the right direction with the Board in spite of recent events. He stated further
that things are better with the Board; that the Senate is taking the high ground on issues;
and that he is confident that we are much better perceived than ever. Dr. McGuire
thanked Thornton Kirby for his tireless diligence for the establishment of the position of
Faculty Representative to the Board.
Vice President Switzer thanked Dr. McGuire for his efforts on

behalf of faculty during his year-long tenure in this position.
7.

Old Business (None)

8.

New Business

a.
Wil Brasington, Student Body President and James Wyche, Chief
Justice of the Student Supreme Court, explained the Academic Integrity Proposal
(Attachment E) and requested the endorsement of the Senate. During discussion, it was
determined that the Senate will read the proposal and discuss again at the next Senate
meeting.

b.

Senator Acton submitted for approval "Refinements in Post-

Tenure Review" and offered two amendments. Vote was taken and amended refinements

passed unanimously (Attachment F).
c.
Senator Acton submitted the Resolution on the Faculty Activity
System for approval and briefly explained it. Vote to approve resolution was taken and
passed unanimously (FS99-10-1 P) (Attachment G).
d.

Vice

President

Switzer

Congratulations for approval by the Senate.
unanimously (FS99-10-2 P) (Attachment H).

submitted

the

Resolution

of

Vote was taken and resolution passed

e.
Senator Acton withdrew from consideration "Proposed
Amendments to the Faculty Constitution" regarding the Faculty Senate
Executive/Advisory Committee (Attachment I).

f.
Senator Peg Tyler encouraged Senators to visit the Clemson
Authors Display at the Martin Inn (Attachment J).

9.

Adjournment: Vice President Switzer adjourned the meeting at 4:07 p.m.
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Cathy Toth Sturkie

Absent: F. Eubanks (M. Cranston for), J. Brannan, R. Singh (J. Huffman for), S. Oldaker
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Faculty Senate
Scholastic Policy Committee Report
October 12, 1999

Committee Members:

David Allison, Chair

Jim Zimmerman [Acting Chair in the Chair's Absence]
Syble Oldaker
Mickey Hall
Kelly Smith
Peter Skewes

Summary: The Scholastic Policy Committee is presently, or will be,
working on several issues this year. They include:
Student evaluations of teaching
Plus-Minus grading
Grade Inflation

Summer school course loads for students on academic probation
Academic dishonesty policy

Student Evaluations of Teaching: The focus ofour work over the past
several months has been on student evaluation of teaching. Activities of
the committee so far this academic year include:

•

Working with Dr. Reel's office to review revisions to the new
evaluation [red] form based on the report from the committee to the
faculty senate at the end of last year.

•

Working with Dr. Reel's office to revise the process for administering
student evaluations. Form will now be picked up and returned by

students to departmental offices ratherthan the dean's offices.
•

DavidAllison and Jim Zimmerman made a presentation to the Provost's

Advisory Committee, including the deans of all colleges, to review
changes in the red form and the evaluation process, and encourage
departments to develop outcomes-based questions.
•

David Allison and Jim Zimmerman made a presentation to the

department chairs in the College ofAAH to review changes in the red
form and student evaluation process, and encourage departments to

develop outcomes-based questions. Jim Zimmerman also made
presentations to department chairs in each ofthe remaining colleges.
• Kelly Smith wrote a letter to the editor of "The Tiger" in response to
an editorial. He responded to comments that professors do not take
the evaluation process seriously. He tried to clarify why evaluations
are increasingly important to the faculty and the University. He also

argued that the editorial, as written, helps to undermine student
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confidence in the process, which in turn helps undermine the
effectiveness of the evaluation process itself.
•

The committee met with Dori Helms during our September meeting
to receive her input regarding student evaluations.

•

Jim Zimmerman and David Allison met with Jeff Davis, Student Senate

President, and Will Brasington, Student Body President, to review
changes in the red form and evaluation process, and solicit student
feedback on student academic policy concerns.
•

The committee met with Linda Nilson during our October meeting to
discuss her work in developing a list of 32 outcomes based
departmental questions that have been circulated to department chairs.
Linda Nilson will report back to the provost and forward our request
that he clarify policy regarding departmental questions and issue a
memo to deans and department chairs. We agreed that this memo
should include the following points:

•

Departments must develop 10 departmental questions for student
evaluations that will be conducted during the fall semester.

•

Departments may choose questions from the list of 32 standard
outcomes-based questions developed by Linda Nilson, or they
may choose to develop their own outcomes-based questions.

•

Linda Nilson and her office will be available to advise departments

in the development of outcomes based departmental questions.

•

Departmental questions must be developed in time for department
staff to insert them into evaluation packets.

There was debate about whether departments should be required to

notify the provost or their dean when they have developed
departmental questions. Linda Nilson would like to have departments
send copies of their questiQns to her for review. The committee will
continue this discussion at a specially calledmeeting on November 1st.
•

The committee also met with Jeff Davis, Student Senate President, and

Will Brasington, Student Body President, at our October meeting to
continue discussions on student evaluations. They have drafted a letter
that will be included in the evaluation packets and read to students

prior to completing thei* evaluations. This letter will stress the
importance ofthe evaluation ptocess. They also raised concerns about
faculty not giving students enough time to complete the evaluation
forms. The committee will contiritte this discussion at a specially called
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meeting on November 1st.

Plus-Minus Grading: The committee is just beginning work on this issue.
Kelly Smith sent a questionnaire via email to the provosts of several peer
institutions to determine whether they used some form of plus-minus
grading, and if so, what system. Jim Zimmerman also found some data in
this area. Preliminary results indicate that most of the institutions
contacted used some form of plus-minus grading.
Grade Inflation: Dori Helms shared with the committee a report on Grade
Distribution from the Academic Council. Mickey Hall will lead our
investigation into this issue.
Policy on Academic Dishonesty: The committee has been notified of

possible conflicts and incongruities in published references to policy
regarding academic dishonesty. Peter Skewes will lead our investigation
into this issue.
General Information:

The committee will hold a special called meeting on November 1st to
continue discussions with Linda Nilson and student representatives on the
student evaluation form content and evaluation process. The meeting will
be held at 10:10 AM in 103 Lee Hall.

The next scheduled meeting of the committee will be on November 8th.
The meeting will be held at 10:10 AM in 103 Lee Hall.

Student Representatives Will Brasington and Jeff Davis have a standing
invitationto attend scholastic policy committee meetings. We are looking
into other ways to improve communication between student government
and the committee.

B

Travel Expenses: This category included air and ground transportation costs, lodging,
conference expenses, and meetings with prospective funding sources.
• 56% of the respondents contributed in this category.
• On average, the annual out-of-pocket costs for these persons was $ 900.00.
Service

University Service: This category primarily included expenses related to the support of
student organizations.
• 20% of the respondents contributed in this category.

• On average, the annual out-of-pocket costs for these persons was $ 164.00.
Community Service: This category included presentations to community groups, and
related activities.

• 18% of the respondents contributed in this category.

• On average, the annual out-of-pocket costs for these persons was $ 325.00.
Professional Development Costs

This category included the costs associated with memberships of professional
associations, licensure fees, and continuing education costs.
• 85% of the respondents contributed in this category.

• On average, the annual out-of-pocket costs for these persons was $ 384.00.
Time "Expenditures"

This category included the time expended on a number of University-related activities
in the areas of teaching, scholarship and research, and service. The majority of these
activities occurred during the summer months for nine-month employees. The most
commonly reported activities included the supervision of student research (theses,
dissertations, and honors projects), and Departmental, College, and University
Committee Work.

• 65% of the respondents contributed in this category.

• Though no average could be calculated, some respondents indicated
working several per year for which they are not paid.
The next Finance Committee Meeting will be held on October 26 in Room 110,
Brackett Hall.

€
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Faculty Senate Finance Committee Report
October 12, 1999

The Faculty Senate Finance Committee met on October 5, 1999. This meeting had to be
rescheduled from September 28.
Present: John Bednar, Lew Bryan, Michael Bridgwood, and Kinly Sturkie.
Absent: Michael Ellison and Antonis Katsiyannis.
The "Out of Pocket Expense Survey" data continues to be analyzed. However, there are
some preliminary findings based on 153 respondents. The costs provided below are
very crude estimates based on actual expenses, expense estimates, and the mid-point in
costs ranges. These are average costs based a significant differences within categories.
Teaching

Teaching Aids and Materials: This category includes video tapes, transparencies, slides,
photographic materials and film processing, and the duplication of class handouts.
• 42% of the respondents contributed in this category.

• On average, the annual out-of-pocket costs for these persons was $ 232.00.
Other Instructional Costs: This category includes books for students, movie rentals,
materials for experiential learning, and costs related to field trips.
• 22% of the respondents contributed in this category.

• On average, the annual out-of-pocket costs for these persons was $ 149.00.
Scholarship and Research

Equipment: This category includes a variety laboratory requirements, computer
hardware and software, and tools required to maintain labs.
• 37% of the respondents contributed in this category.

• On average, the annual out-of-pocket costs for these persons was $ 905.00.
Publications: This category includes, journals, books, professional newsletters,
magazines, reprints, copies of dissertations, and data bases.
• 46% of the respondents contributed in this category.

• On average, the annual out-of-pocket costs for these persons was $ 605.00.

<\
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Faculty Senate Policy Committee Report
For October 12th Senate Meeting

The Policy Committee met on Tuesday, September 28,1999.

The SPECIAL ORDER OF THE DAY was consideration of viewpoints and opinionsinvolving
"Research Scientist/Research Scholar" titles for a new category of Special Faculty Ranks
(Faculty Manual Part III, Section E, pages 18-19).
Issue items discussed were:

•
•

•

"bridge grants": not an issue, not available; funds end, position terminated
facility space: anongoing utilization activity; reassignment as necessary; no removal of
productive individuals; optimal use of space as an objective
notexpected to advise graduate students; could serve ongraduate committees
pros and cons of"Professor" portion oftitle for "Research Professor": considered
essential by administration and no satisfactory alternative; considered not appropriate
and misrepresented by most faculty input

Forfurther Policy Committee consideration at the next meeting will be several options to be
voted up or down:
•

leave resolution as it exists

modify resolution to include "Research Scientist orResearch Engineer or Research
Scholar"

modify resolution to include "Research Scientist or Research Engineer or Research
Scholar (with Faculty Rank) [similar to opening paragraph of Section E.]
modify requirements onappointee termination atend ofexternal funding and clarify
annual review, FAS reporting andpeerreview within department of appointment

The committee approved two items ofbusiness for Faculty Senate consideration at the October
12th meeting:

1. Refinements in Post-Tenure Review (Faculty Manual Part IV, Section H.8., pages 2930)

A. Concerns procedures for individuals that undergo Post-Tenure Review
and Promotion at the same time [in the same academic year];

B. Concerns clock resetting for Post-Tenure Review for individuals that
promoted.
2. A Resolution on the Faculty Activity System

Concerns removing reference to Deans inthe faculty member's goals setting
activity.

The next Policy Committee meeting is scheduled for Thursday, October 21, at 2:30 p.m.
Agenda will include (1) University Committee Structure; (2) FAS incorporation revisions.
JCA/me

are
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Faculty Senate Research-Committee 1999-2000
Report #2, September 27, 1999

Committee members in attendance: V. Shelbume, S. Anand, B. Lee, R. Singh, J. Brannan, E. Richardson

1. The "Research Professor" topic was discussed in detail especially in light of this committee's consensus
vote at the last meeting supporting it and the subsequent discussion at the Faculty Senate meeting on
September 14. V. Shelbume stated that he sees it mostly as a name question since the actual position
type (Research Scientist or Scholar) concept has already been approved. Conversations with faculty
who are opposed indicate concerns which go deeper than the name i.e., impact on resources and then
reallocation away from existing faculty; funding these positions between grants; how these faculty
would be evaluated and their role in graduate committees. The committee suggested we investigate
what other Universities are doing and the following Universities were assigned by Shelbume to
investigate if and how this title is being used.
North Carolina State University - V. Shelbume
Iowa State - J. Brannan

Auburn University - E. Richardson
University of Illinois (Champaign/Urbana) - S. Anand
Texas A&M - R. Singh
U. of Tennessee - B. Lee

Committee members are asked to investigate whether the "Research Professor" title is used at these
universities and how the concerns above are addressed. Committee members were asked to e-mail their

findings to V. Shelbume by the end of next week.
2. V. Shelbume clarified fringe benefits availability for faculty/staff who are hired only on a contract basis
by Clemson. Specifically, these employees can earn fringe benefits as long as they are written into the
grant; however annual leave is not an option.

3. The issue of graduate student assistantships was discussed. Concern was expressed at the last meeting
that there is no University policy on levels of funding. Note that there are minimum rates only (since
the student must earn at least the minimum wage rate x 1.2). Above the minimum, only Department
policydictates rates. Because of the differences in supplyand demand across disciplines, it is probably
best that rates (and their competitiveness) be set by the Department which knows best what its peers
are likewise using as rates.

4. Raj Singh suggested that there is a lack of consistency among Colleges' consultingpolicies. While this
is probably a College issue, members of the committee will bring their college consulting policies to the
next meeting for comparison.

5. The question of the University's Patent Policy was also discussed and it will be reviewed by the
committee at the next meeting.

6. V. Shelbume reported that he has been appointed to the University Research Council by virtue of his
position of chair of this committee. The first meeting is Monday, October 11.
7. The next meeting of this committee is 2:30 p.m. on Monday, October 25 in Room 251 Lehotsky Hall.
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October 7, 1999

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Faculty Senators
Mr. James Barker, President-Elect

Dr. Steffen Rogers, Acting President and Provost
Ms. Cathy Sturkie
Mr. Bob Waller

FROM:

L. Wil Brasington, Student Body President ;ZZ<//£-~

James R. Wyche, Student Body Supreme Court Chief Justice^^/
RE:

Academic Integrity Proposal

At the Faculty Senate meeting this Tuesday, October 12l, the Academic Integrity
Proposal will be presented. In order for you to have an opportunity to review this
proposal, we are sending it to you in advance. Please note that the "Academic Integrity
Statement" was adopted last year. The proposal, itself, encompasses the "Academic
Integrity Policy" and the "Academic Integrity Committee".

Should you have any questions regarding this proposal, please do not hesitate to contact
us either at 656-4002 or via e-mail atjwyche@clemson.edu. Thank you for your time and
interest in this matter, and we look forward to meeting with you next Tuesday.

OFFICE OF
159 Union Plaza

STUDENT

GOVERNMENT

Box 345007 Clemson, SC 29634-5007

864.656.2195

FAX 864.656.0597
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ACADEMIC INTEGRITY
The Academic Integrity Statement: As members of the Clemson University community, we have inherited
Thomas Green Clemson's vision of this institution as a "high seminary of learning." Fundamental to this
vision is a mutual commitment to truthfulness, honor, and responsibility, without which we cannot earn the
trust and respect ofothers. Furthermore, we recognize thatacademic dishonesty detractsfrom the value of
a Clemson degree. Therefore, we shall not tolerate lying, cheating, or stealing in anyform.

I.

Academic Integrity Policy
A. Any breach of the principles outlined in the Academic Integrity Statement is
considered an act of academic dishonesty.
B. Academic dishonesty is further defined as:
1. Giving, receiving, or using unauthorized aid on any academic work;
2. Plagiarism, which includes the copying of language, structure, or ideas of
another and attributing the work to one's own efforts;
3. Attempts to copy, edit, or delete computer files that belong to another

person or use of Computer Center account numbers that belong to another
person without the permission of the file owner, account owner or file
number owner;

C. All academic work submitted for grading contains an implicit pledge and may
contain, at the request of an instructor, an explicit pledge by the student that
no unauthorized aid has been received.

D. It is inherent that faculty members enforce the Academic Integrity Policy.

II.

Academic Integrity Committee
The power to hearcases of academic dishonesty is vested in an Academic Integrity Committee.
A. Structure

The Academic IntegrityCommittee is composed of twenty members as follows:

1. Ten tenured members of the faculty; two members from each college.

Faculty members are appointed on a staggered basis by the respective
college deans and serve for a period of two years. Terms commence with
Fall semester registration.

2. Ten members of the undergraduate student body; two from each college.
Student members are nominated by the Student Body President, approved

by the Student Senate, and appointed by the Provost for terms of two
years. Students must have a 3.0 GPR at the time of appointment.
Nominations will be made in the Spring semester with terms of service
commencing with the Fall semester registration.
3. The Committee is divided into four standing boards, hereafter referred to

as hearing boards, whichwill hear the cases of academic dishonesty.
Hearing boards convene on a weekly, rotational basis unless there are no
cases to be heard. For summer sessions, the Director of Undergraduate
Academic Services must maintain at least one hearing board to hear cases.

Jt\

4. Hearing boards are comprised of two faculty members, two students, and
one chairperson. Quorum, for a hearing board, is one student, one faculty
member, and a chairperson.

5. Chairpersons will be elected from within the Committee's membership.
Two chairpersons are selected from the faculty membership and two from
the student membership. Chairpersons will vote only to break a tie.
6. Before hearing any cases, a new member of the Committee must undergo
a training session(s) with the Director of Undergraduate Academic
Services.

7. The Director of Undergraduate Academic Services is the administrative
coordinator of the Academic Integrity Committee.
B.

Procedures

1. When, in the opinion of a faculty member, there is evidence that a student
has committed an act of academic dishonesty, the faculty member will

make a formal written charge of academic dishonesty to the Director of
Undergraduate Academic Services. At the same time, the faculty member

may, but is not required to, inform each involved student in private of the
nature of the alleged charge.

2. When, in the opinion of the student, there is evidence that another student
has committed an act of academic dishonesty, the student should contact

the faculty member for the course to discuss the incident. After being
contacted, if, in the opinion of the faculty member, there is evidence that a
student has committed an act of academic dishonesty, the faculty member
will make a formal written charge of academic dishonesty to the Director

of Undergraduate Academic Services. At the sametime, the faculty
member may, but is not required to, inform each involved student in
private of the nature of the alleged charge.
3. When the Director of Undergraduate Academic Services has received a
formal charge of an alleged violation, the Director of Undergraduate
Academic Services will contact the involved student, in private, to notify

him/her of the charge and at the sametime will provide the student with a
copy of the procedures that the Academic Integrity Committee has
adopted, pursuant to No. 5 below.

4. After informing an involved student, the Directorof Undergraduate
Academic Services will convene one of the boards of the Academic

Integrity Committee. All students will be presumed innocent of a violation
until found guilty by a hearing board.
5. The Academic Integrity Committee will adopt its procedures, to be

followed by all hearing boards, prior to the first case heard by a hearing
board. In addition to providing the student with a copy of the procedures,
as stated in No. 3 above, the Director of Undergraduate Academic

Services will provide a copy of the procedures to the involved faculty
member and also
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the hearing board members. The Director of Undergraduate Academic
Services will also retain copies of these procedures. The procedures must
afford both faculty and students the opportunity to present their cases and
the opportunity for rebuttal.


C. Penalties

1. Upon a finding of "Not Guilty " by a hearing board, the student's record
will not reflect the incident.

2. Upon a finding of "Guilty" by a hearing board, the Director of
Undergraduate Academic Services will notify the student and faculty
member of the decision immediately. If the offense is the first for the
student, then the faculty member has the ability to determine the academic
penalty, which shall not exceed a grade of "F" for the course.
3. If the finding of guilt is not the student's first offense, the student will
receive a grade of "F" for the course, will be suspended from the
University for one or more semesters and may be permanently dismissed
from the University. The hearing board will determine the period for
which the student will be suspended, or, if applicable, permanently
dismissed. Suspension or dismissal requires the approval of the President
of the University.

4. Students do not have the option to appeal a decision of guilt rendered by
the hearing board, whether it is the first, second or any subsequent offense.
Students do not have the option to appeal the penalty determined by the
faculty member for first offenses or to appeal the grade of "F" for the
course given for second offenses.
5. For offenses resulting in suspension or permanent dismissal, students have

the option to present written information to the President of the University
in their defense to appeal the length of the suspension or to appeal a
decision of permanent dismissal. However, as stated in No. 4 above,
students cannotappeal a decision of guilt rendered by the hearing board.
6. A charge of academic dishonesty in a course must be made within 45
calendardays of the date printed on the grade report for the semesteror
session in which the course is completed. If an I (Incomplete) is given in a
course, the grade in the course is considered to be final when the I
(Incomplete) is removed from the transcript.
7. The Directorof Undergraduate Academic Services is responsible for

maintaining all records regarding cases of academic dishonesty and for
notifying the registrar and other appropriate university personnel of all
findings of guilt.
8. All records of academic dishonesty cases are retained by the Director of

Undergraduate Academic Services in accordance with the University's
Records Retention Policy. At a minimum, the Directorof Undergraduate
Academic Services will retain the records of academic dishonesty cases

for a period of five years or until the student discontinues enrollment for
two successive regular semesters, whichever is longer.
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To: Academic Vice President andProVost Steffen H. Rogers
From: Faculty Senate President Horace D/Skipper
Re: Refinements in Post-Tenure Review

At the October 12, 1999, meeting of the Faculty Senate, the following
modification in the Faculty Manual was approved by the required two-thirds majority.
This change results from the experience last year in implementing the system of posttenure review at the same time conducting normal personnel reviews.
The result of that experience is a recommendation approved unanimously by the
Policy Committee on September 28th and now by the full Senate that Section 8. (pages
29-30 of the August 1999 Faculty Manual) be modified to read as follows:
"Promotion will be counted as post-tenure review at any time within the
6-year cycle. If a faculty member desires to be considered for promotion in
his/her 6th year in the cycle (or by the departmental bylaws established to
identify colleagues during the first six years), s/he must also be considered for
post-tenure review in the same academic year.
"In addition to the materials needed for promotion review, ... any addi
tional materials deemed necessary for post-tenure review by departmental bylaws.
The time clock for post-tenure review is reset at this time.
"If the applicant is promoted, then the post-tenure review decision would
automatically be considered 'satisfactory.' The time clock for post-tenure review
is reset at this time.

"If the individual being considered for promtion is not promoted, s/he
will be required to be evaluated for post-tenure at the time normally assigned or
during the 6th year after the last post-tenure review."
Last year's experience suggests that these slight changes would bring into practice
a better system for tieing the promotion review cycle with the post-tenure review system
recently instituted. Upon your approval, these minor administrative refinements could
be implemented without referral to the Board since they represent such slight changes,
c.c: Policy Committee Chair James C. Acton
Senate Vice President Fred S. Switzer, III
Administrative Intern Doris R. Helms

Editorial Consultant Robert A. Waller

Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

FACULTY

SENATE

R. M. Cooper Library Pox 345104 Clemson, SC 29634-5104
864.656.2456

FAX 864.656.3025
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RESOLUTION ON THE FACULTY ACTIVITY SYSTEM
FS99-10-1 P

Whereas, The goal-setting activity of determining percentage allocation of effort
and describing those goals as required in Form 1, Appendix E, of the Faculty Manual is
essentially the same process as required by goal-setting in the Faculty Activity System ,
and

Whereas, The goal-setting activity is described in the Faculty Manual (E. Annual
Performance Evaluation, page 26) as being "established by the chair or director in
consultation with the faculty member, using Form 1," and

Whereas, The only signatures indicated on Form 1 are those of the faculty
member and the chair, and

Whereas, The Faculty Manual lists the specific functions of the department chair
(J. The Department Chairs, page 9) to include "supervising the department's program
of instruction, including curriculum, scheduling, faculty workload, and departmental
research and public service; ...", and

Whereas, (E. Annual Performance Review, page 26) if a disclaimer is filed at any
stage in the evaluation process (including Form 1), it is the responsibility of the dean to
"investigate the matter and mediate if possible," and
Whereas, One who mediates should not be part of the dispute that s/he is called
upon to settle,

Resolved, That the Faculty Activity System statements referring to the Deans
being allowed to "review and approve your goals" is a violation of the intent of the
Faculty Manual, and
Further Resolved, That the Provost remove immediately all reference to the
word "Dean" in the section referring to approval of goals, and
Further Resolved, That the Faculty Senate begin an investigation into the
desirability, or lack thereof, of including the Dean in the goal-setting process.

Passed Unanimously by the
Faculty Senate on October 12,1999
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Faculty Activity System

Summary

•

Report
Fall



Copy

»

Home

•

Help

1999

^J Change Semester J

Spring 1998

FAS Bulletin 8/15/1999

Please set your goals for the fall 1999 semester assoon aspossible. Your Department Chair will begin the process ofn
;oals_at_tIiexad-a£August You will becontacted byyour Chair if your goals require adjustment (see more details belo

e

gview faculty goals in rnid~September~>ctivities and accomplishments may be added at any time during thesemester.'
entries by the end of the semester. We plan to freeze all records after theend of thesemester.

Several new FAS options may behelpful toyou asyou add information this semester are indicated here. A Copy function isavailable for
transferof activities from one semester to another (see more details below). There also is a mechanism to format the text in the FAS Report (see
more about this below").

You should finish work onyour entries for last semester, Spring 1999 (and summer sessions ifapplicable) because this will bepart ofthe
record that will bepresented during your annual review inJanuary. Ifyou have difficulties orneed help please contact Dr. Wickes Westcott,
westc@clemson.edu, 656-0585, B-12 Hardin Hall.
Chair

eview:

The new administration site allows Chair4/and DeansWviewall information recorded in your FASrecords in a format similarto the Reportyou

may access by clicking on the word ReporRrrthe-rra^igation bar at the toagfcFAS pagws II liI'ai ittoVTj Uliauj to fWtWHMdjpgrove your

goals. Only the faculty member can enter or make changes to their goalsrDeans also may review your goals for the scmestggpnce approved,
goals may not be altered by the faculty-member without the Chair's perrnEsiuii. '1 111 UnkcUty has adopted aschedule lor completion and

approval ofgoals so that Chair^andDeans^an review the information in atimely fashion. Please try to enter your information before the

published deadlines.
Copy Function:

After selecting the semester you wish towork on, you may copy activities that you recorded in another semester tothe current semester (at the
present time goals can not be copied in this way). Copies ofactivities may be modified in any way you wish after they have been copied. To
activate the copy function click on the word "Copy" in the navigation bar atthe top ofmost FAS pages. This will allow you toselect the
semester containing the activities that you want to copy. Simply select the desired semester and click the button to retrieve all activities you

recorded inthat semester. Select those activities you want to copy from the resulting list by clicking on the button inthe column marked "Same"
or"New". Those activities that are continuing from one semester tothe next should becopied as the "Same" activity soitcan belisted once in
annual summaries. Some new activities may have many ofthe same team members and bevery similar toprevious activities. Inthis case itmay

be helpful to copy the previous activity as a "New" activity and then make the few changes necessary to represent the new activity. In annual
summaries, both activities will be included.

Note that there isno mechanism tocopy the goal oraccomplishment comments from one semester to another. These are meant to reflect the

emphasis for asingle semester and are not expected to be the same each semester. This is especially true for the distribution ofCrHrEq that you
assign to your activity areas. Please work with your chairs to determine what information isrequired to support the annual review.
Formatting text in FAS:

Some faculty members have requested better tools to format the information they record in FAS. Amechanism to add format information is

available for those who wish to use it. You may use many available hypertext markup language (html) tags to provide formatting to your entries.

Ifyou do not know how to use html, click on Help in the Navigation bar. There is abriefdiscussion of afew html tags that will help you break
paragraphs indicate emphasis, or create outlines with html tags. Look for the links associated with "html". Tags associated with html are very
easy to use and 2-3 tags will allow most ofthe formatting required by the majority of faculty. It is even possible to format text in many word
processors and save the text as html files. Ifthe html text is then copied and pasted into FAS the html tags will provide formatting in the FAS
Report.

FAS Welcome Message

Welcome to the Clemson University Faculty Activity System (FAS). FAS makes it possible for faculty to systematically report all teaching,
research and service activities for the purpose ofrecord-keeping, evaluation, and personal workload management. FAS also provides

administrators with workload information that can beused to monitor changes, assess outcomes, and setgoals for departments, colleges, and the

University.

Individual workload is reported as credit hour equivalents (CrHrEq). It is expected that afull time equivalent (FTE) faculty member who is fully
engaged can convert his/her normal workload into 12 CrHrEq per semester. Of these 12 CrHrEq, at least 9CrHrEq are associated with a
combination ofteaching, funded research, and public-service outreach, as defined by our land-grant mission. The additional 3 CrHrhq are
devoted to unfunded research and scholarship, professional development, student advising, and university or community service.

Each individual, in consultation with his/her department chair, sets CrHrEq goals and expectations for 11 Activity Areas Associated with each of
these Activity Areas are several reporting forms designed to make data entry fast and simple. Some forms will be loaded from other University
http://dprod5.clemson.edu/FAS/default.asp
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RESOLUTION OF CONGRATULATIONS
FS99-10-2 P

Whereas, James F. Barker has recently been chosen to be the Fourteenth
President of Clemson University,

Resolved, That the Faculty Senate congratulate President Barker on his
appointment to this prestigious and important position; and

Further resolved, that the Faculty Senate looks forward to working with the
President and the Administration to better serve the Clemson University community
and the citizens of South Carolina.

Passed Unanimously by the
Faculty Senate on October 12,1999

Bb
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19 May 1999

To: Faculty Senate President Horace D. Skipper
From: James C. Acton, Chair of the Policy Committee
Re: Amendments to Faculty Constitution

As the academic issuesaddressed by the Faculty Senate become morecomplex, there is a need for
greater consultation andcontinuity within the Senate's leadership. This may beaccomplished, inpart, by
utilizing the talents of the Immediate PastPresident of the Faculty Senate andthe new position ofthe
Faculty Representative to the Board of Trustees to fuller advantage. Specifically, theirservices could be
enlisted as participants in the Senate'sExecutive/Advisory Committee.
The PolicyCommittee recommends that a portion ofthe neededchanges can be effected by
modifcations in the "FacultyConsitution" (pp. 60-66 ofthe August 1998Faculty Manual) as follows:

A slight alteration in the composition ofthe Advisory Committee (p. 64) as follows
includingchanges to bring the Manual into conformity with the "SenateHandbook": "The
Advisory Committeeshall be composed ofthe officersofthe Faculty Senate, the Senator from
the Library, two members from each college elected by the delegation ofthat college prior to the
April meeting, and the Immediate Past Presidentof the Faculty Senate. TheFaculty Representative
to the Board of Trustees will join this committee as an ex officio, non-voting member. [The re

mainder ofthe paragraph would be unchanged.]

Once this change has been approved by a majority of the full Senate, it must be submitted bythe
Provost to the University Faculty at a regular meeting where a two-thirds majority must vote for approval.
Any amendment approved by the University Faculty shall become effective upon approval by theBoard of
Trustees. (See Article V. on Amendment, p. 66.) 
c.c: Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

Immediate Past President ofthe Faculty Senate Patricia T. Smart
FacultyRepresentativeto the Board ofTrustees Francis A. McGuire
Editorial Consultant Robert A. Waller

Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

Withdrawn
10-12-99

FACULTY

SENATE

R. M. Cooper Library Box 345104 Clemson, SC 29634-5104
864.656.2456

FAX 864.656.3025
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Susanna Ashton

Jeffrey R. Appling

James C. Acton

Russ Marion

Pamela E. Mack

Carl R. Lovitt

Roger W. Liska

Clemson faculty whose works are on display include:

Ray E. Barfield

Robert E. McCormick

Donald M. McKale

Steven G. Marks
Thomas M. Brown

Judith M. Melton

David E. Barrett

Philip B. Burt

Carol Bleser

Les Carlson

Richard B. Norman

David Nicholas

Laura R. Olson

Edwin E. Moise

James E. Cross

John M. Coggeshall
W. Timothy Coombs

Robert P. Green Jr.

C.P. Leslie Grady, Jr.
H. Roger Grant

Dixie Goswami

William G. Ferrell

Sterling Eisiminger

Jay Smink
Henry Lewis Suggs
Dennis S. Taylor
Sylvia S. Titus
John R. Wagner

Horace Skipper

B.M. Shepard
Benjamin Sill

T.L. Senn

Robert W. Schwartz

Jerome V. Reel, Jr.
Lucy Rollin
John Ryan

Linda B. Nilson

Glen T. Daigger

L. Wilson Pearson

Tom Parks

Gerald R. Carner

Paul L. Dawson

Alan Grubb

John H. Walker

Charles W. Dunn

Harold M. Harris, Jr.

J. David Woodard

Michael D. Hammig
Nancy A. Hardesty

R. Gordon Halfacre

Frances L. Edwards

James Hawdon

D.L. Kimbler

Susan Hilligoss
E. Jens Holley
Jennifer D. Key

Bruce Yandle

John P. Wourms

Joseph Yukish

Arthur P. Young

Richard D. White

William M. Wentworth

Michael F. Kohl

Burtrand I. Lee

Thomas Kuehn

MINUTES

FACULTY SENATE MEETING

NOVEMBER 9, 1999

1.
Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:39 p. m. by President
Horace D. Skipper.

2.
Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated October 12,
1999 were approved as distributed, as were the Academic Convocation Minutes dated
August 17, 1999.
3.

Class of '39 Award for Excellence - President Skipper appointed Vice

President/President-Elect Fred Switzer to count ballots for this Award with the Provost or

his designee. The election of the 1999 Class of '39 Award for Excellence was held by
secret ballot and ballots were collected.

4.
"Free Speech": On behalf of colleagues, with whom he agrees, Senator
Peter Skewes noted concerns with the Clemson University Home Page. In particular,

complaints have included the fact that it seems commercial in nature; is not user-friendly;
and not academic. Vice President of Administration and Advancement, Neil Cameron,

responded that he welcomed counsel and will look into these concerns and will bring
results back to the Senate.

5.

Committee Reports
a.

Senate Committees

1)

Welfare Committee - Senator Mickey Hall read a statement

by Senator John Leininger, Chair, sharing the status of the Faculty Senate Retreat
(Attachment A); noting that Carolyn Brown is seeking information to review the State
Health Insurance Plan; and stating that the next meeting is November 12 at 12:30 p.m. in
the Library's Conference Room.

2)

Scholastic Policies Committee - Chair David Allison noted

that activities of this Committee are still focused on the student evaluation forms.

Packets are in departmental offices and Committee has been meeting with Linda Nilson,
Office of Teaching Effectiveness and Innovation. Senator Allison stated the fact that it is
policy that ten departmental questions must be asked and that there are ten default
questions. If a department has not defined its questions, then the standard will be the

questions by default. Committee also continues to meet with student leaders, Wil
Brasington and Jeff Davis who willdraft a letter to students explaining the importance of

•r

student evaluations. A concern noted by students is the lack of adequate time to complete
an evaluation and the need for thirty minutes is recommended which will be forwarded
to all Faculty via electronic mail. Technical information regarding these evaluation
forms is being shared by DCIT.
Committee is not actively pursuing the issues of plus/minus grading or
grade inflation but have looked at the issues of academic misconduct and summer school
course loads.

3)
Finance Committee - Senator Kinly Sturkie submitted the
Finance Committee Report dated November 9, 1999 (Attachment B) and briefly

explained Report. Senator John Bednar informed the Senate of the cessation of travel
business with Small World Travel.

Senate Alternate John Huffman moved that the

Senate invite PeopleSoft personnel to speak with the Faculty Senate in January. Senator
Jim Acton requested the inclusion of the Chief Financial Officer, Scott Ludlow. Vote to
extend invitation was taken and passed unanimously.
4)
Policy Committee - Chair Jim Acton submitted Report
from Policy Committee (Attachment C) and noted highlights. The next meeting will be

November 16 at 2:30 p.m. in the Library's Conference Room. President Skipper thanked
Stef Rogers and Dori Helms for their assistance with the removal of the "dean" in the
Faculty Activity System process.

5)

Research Committee - Vic Shelburne, Chair, submitted

Report dated October 26, 1999 (Attachment D); noted that the next meeting will be on

November 29th; and referred for information to Minutes of the University Research
Council of October 11, 1999 in Agenda Packet.
b.

University Commissions and Committees

1)

President Skipper announced the formation of the Budget

Accountability Committee. Membership includes: Jim Davis, Chair; Russ Sutton, and
Joe Louderback. The Salary Report was released today and in addition to the usual
$30,000-$50,000 and Over $50,000 Reports includes Over $50,000 according to Budget
Center.

6.

President's Report: President Skipper:

a)

The first faculty drawing has been held for tonight's event at the

Brooks Center.
7.

Old Business

a.
James Wyche, Chief Justice of the Student Supreme Court,
submitted a revised version of the Academic Integrity Proposal (Attachment E); briefly

explained revisions; and asked for endorsement by the Senate. Senator Dale moved that
the Faculty Senatevote to approve the students' proposal as it stands and then refer
2

changes to the Faculty Manual to the Pohcy Committee to work on changes for approval
for the Faculty Manual. Vote was taken and endorsement of revised proposal passed
unanimously. The Proposal was referred to the Pohcy Committee to make the necessary
changes in the Faculty Manual reflecting the nature of the new committee.
b.

President Skipper thanked Senator Brenda Thames for her work on

the Faculty Senate Retreat scheduled for December 14th.
c.
The Report from the Faculty Senate Select Committee on The
Resolution on "Professors in Charge" in the School of Education dated October 31, 1999
was submitted to the Faculty Senate. President Skipper forwarded the Report to the
Pohcy Committee for Faculty Manual considerations.
8.

New Business (None)

9.

Announcements

a.
President Skipper reminded Senators to visit the Clemson Authors
Display and Senator Peg Tyler informed Senators of plans for the reception to honor the
Clemson Authors. President Skipper thanked Jeff Martin, Neil Cameron, and Peg Tyler
for their efforts regarding the display and reception.

10.

Adjournment: President Skipper adjourned the meetirig^r^HS p.m.

Cathy Toth Sturkie

Absent: D. Bradshaw, K. Smith, F. Eubanks (M. Cranston for), B. Lee, M. Bridgwood (J.
Huffman for), R. Singh, S. Oldaker

3
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CLEMSON UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE RETREAT
Ramada Inn * Clemson

December 14,1999

8:30 - 9:00

Coffee/Registration
Icebreaker

9:00 - 9:15

Welcome

Horace Skipper, President
Faculty Senate
Steffen Rogers, Provost
Clemson University

9:15 - 9:30

Retreat Overview
Introduction of Speaker

9:30 -10:00 Keynote Address

John Leininger, Chair
Welfare Committee

Ronald Eaglin, President
Morehead State University

10:00-10:30 BREAK

10:30 - 12:00 Workshop

Ronald Eaglin, President
Morehead State University

"StimulatingEffective Communication Between Faculty &Administration"
12:15-1:30

LUNCH (45 mins.)
Remarks
James F. Barker, President
"Clemson University in the New Millennium"
Questions

1:30 - 2:30

Faculty Senate Committee Meeting

* Response to 1999 Faculty Senate Survey (Questions 83-92)
* Response to the 6 major areas of concern revealed in the survey
and the restructuring issue (Question 105)
2:30 - 3:30

Faculty Senate Meeting

3:30 - 3:45

BREAK

3:45 - 4:30

Faculty Senate Committee Meeting (Cont'd)

4:30 - 5:00

Report-out from Faculty SenateCommittees

5:00 - 6:00

Social

6:00 - 7:00

Dinner

4
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Faculty Senate Finance Committee Report

November 9, 1999

The Faculty Senate Finance Committee met on October 26,1999.
Present:

John Bednar, Michael Ellison, and Kinly Sturkie.

Absent:

Lew Bryan, Michael Bridgwood, and Antonis Katsiyannis.

The Finance Committee focused on three sets of issues.

1. John Bednar is arranging a meeting with Committee members and Dottie Burchfield of the
Clemson University Foundation. The Committee is interested in gleaning a better understanding of
the ways monies are collected and dispersed by the Foundation . Some concern had been
expressed in the past about salary supplements and other non-public payments and perks being
given through the Foundation to administrators and faculty. The Committee wishes to better
understand the decison-making process used by the Foundation in general, and in learning whether
or not these other supplement payment practices have continued.

2. Concern was expressed about the poor levels of compensation to which classified staff are
subjected. Concern was also expressed that as many of these individuals become skilled in People
Soft and related technical areas, it would become increasingly difficult to retain these valued staff
members. The Committee agreed to make an overture to Cathy Bell, president of the Classified
Staff group. The Committee Chair spoke with Ms. Bell who appreciated the Committee's concern
and noted she would be happy to meet with the Committee as a whole, along with other members
of her group. Since it was not clear whether or not this collaboration was beyond the scope of the
Finance Committee's charge, this issue was taken to the Executive Advisory Committee for its
approval. The Executive Advisory Committee granted it imprimatur and a meeting between the two
groups will be scheduled.
3. John Bednar attended the Travel Services Users Group meeting, also held on October 26. The
primary issue addressed by that group was Small World Travel's termination of its contract with
the University effective in early November 5. Because of changes in the way airlines compensate
travel agencies for ticket purchases, this has become a money loser for these agencies. However,
tickets can continued to be purchased through Departments.
The next Finance Committee Meeting will be held on Tuesday, November 23, in Room 110, Brackett
Hall. This is a change from the normal sequencing of meetings due to the Thanksgiving Holiday.
Respectfully submitted,

rkie, Chair

<

Faculty Senate Policy Committee Report
For November 9th Senate Meeting

The Policy Committee met on Thursday, October 21,1999.

The Chair reported on providing the President ofthe Faculty Senate information that the Pohcy
Committee's opinion was that an "Acting Chair" ofadepartment receiving administrative pay

or pay supplement should be evaluated as an "administrator -Chair" as regards Post Tenure
Review.

The Policy Committee approved changes to the prior draft on Advisory Committee change of
membership regarding the Past-President ofFaculty Senate and the Faculty Representative to

the Board ofTrustees. [However, errors were discovered later by the Pohcy Committee Chair

in the proposed committee changes and it is on the table for the next Pohcy Committee
Meeting.]

Overhaul ofUniversity Committee Structure. The committee spent considerable time reviewing

the Draft IV for committee structures and councils. Committee members were to follow up on

questions with Dr. Reel, Dean Holaday, and Dr. Shah regarding the respective undergraduate,
graduate and research councils. Hopefully by the December Faculty Senate meeting, copies of

the Pohcy Committee's review will be provided to the Senate for review.

Annual Evaluation ofFaculty - Committee discussed attempts to define what "review" means

regarding Dean's role in evaluation ofaDepartment Chair's evaluation ofthe faculty member.
Committee discussed the possibility ofaSpecial Faculty Rank for Lecturers, such as "Senior
Lecturer" with longer term obligation to the university.

The next Policy Committee meeting is scheduled for Thursday, December 03 at 2:30 p.m. library
conference room.

JCA/me
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Faculty Senate Research Committee 1999-2000
Report #3, October 26,1999

Committee members in attendance: V. Shelburne, S. Anand, C. Voelker

1. Shelburne showed a comparison of the Research Professor series in use (or not) at
five peer institutions. - see Attachment 1. For the four that have this series, the
general concensus is that there is no problem. Most have the following features in
common: 1). The people stay on soft money, 2). They are evaluated by their
Department Chair like all other faculty, 3). They are not eligible for tenure but they
are promotable, 4). They may serve on Graduate committees and may even teach if
there is a need for their experience, 5) A national search is not necessary to fill the
positions and 6). They may not take a permanent position unless a position opens and
they apply through a regular competitive process.

Of this group, Auburn probably had the most information about methodology - see
Attachment 2.

With this admittedly small sample, the committee felt that we had spent enough time
on this issue and that a resolution supporting the Research (and Extension) Professor
series should be sent to the Policy Committee. Shelburne will draft it, get everyone's
approval on the wording and send it to Policy before their next meeting.

2. Bonnie Holaday, Dean of the Graduate School, spoke to the committee concerning
evaluation of Graduate Programs at Clemson. The Graduate Advisory Committee has
already approved the concept of evaluating Graduate Programs concurrently with the
five-year CHE review. Either an external or internal committee (or a combination)
may do the review of a Department's Graduate program. Dr. Holaday's major
intention is to strengthen graduate education at Clemson. She believes (along with
the Graduate Advisory Committee) that self-evaluation will raise the consciousness of
graduate education at Clemson and ultimately improve the quality (and funding) of
graduate programs. There are plans now to use a developing self-assessment
document and/or questions for external reviewers on two departments this coming
Spring which are under their normal cycle review with CHE. A third department,
which had a recent problem with an accrediting agency, will also go through this
review process
Considering the importance of the graduate program to Clemson's research mission,
Dean Holaday wanted to inform the committee of these plans. The Faculty Senate
Research Committee has no formal decision in the efficacy of such plans, but will
share them with the Faculty Senate.

Shelburne received E-mail from a faculty member who is concerned about the
operations of the Office of Research Compliance. As a member of one of these

compliance committees (Animal Research, Biosafety, and Human Subjects), the
faculty member suggested that the Faculty Senate (specifically this committee) look
into the problems and possible violations of the University's assurance documents.
The issue was discussed briefly with Dr. Holaday over the phone and she promised to
get with Shelburne in the near future.

Shelburne reported on his meeting with the University Research Council on Oct 11,
1999. He passed around attachments on University Grantsmanship over the past two
years and a comparison of first quarters of the past two years - see Attachment 3.
While the University was down in grant dollars between FY 1998 and FY 1999, it
was up for the first quarter of FY 2000 over FY 1999.

Dr. Shah appointed a committee (with the Approval of the Council) titled "Analysis
of Investment in Research and Graduate Education" because he feels that there is a

lack of knowledge in the University about the both the short- and long-term benefits
and returns associated with these efforts.

Members of the Committee are Dave

Grigsby, Bob Fjeld, Tharon Howard, Cheryl Rainey, and Bob Testin

There was a great deal of concern expressed by the Council with respect to the
Faculty Senate's rejection last Spring of the Research Professor series. Shelburne

explained the rationale behind the rejection and noted that he will convey the
Council's hopethat the Faculty Senate reconsiders this series. The Council's major
argument in favor of this series is that it can be of great benefit to Clemson's research
program by attracting highly competitive researchers who need the title in order to

continue to compete for research dollars in the marketplace.

The safeguards

associated with no-tenure and departmental control should assure that this element

would not negatively affect department resources for teaching and existing research
AND that the existence of such a group would be a very positive effect on the
Departments' graduate programs.
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Comparison of "Research Professor" Title series at Selected
Universities
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Guidelines for Establishing
and Filling Positions in the Research Title Series
Executive Summary

The research title series isaprofessional series for appointment ofappropriately qualified individu

als who contribute to the university's academic mission by participation in projects which (1) predomi
nantly involve research orother creative activities, (2) are oflimited and specified duration, and (3) operate
under contracts, grants, or other designated funds. Appointments to the research title series are not in

tended to be used to replace tenure track positions. Note, however, that research faculty are permitted to
teach one ortwo classes a year with the permission ofthe department, including its faculty, and that when
this occurs, funding for instruction must be from an appropriate source for such instructional activity.
Criteria for appointment, performance review and promotion in the research title series are given
herein. Appointment, review, and promotion in the research title series require demonstrated ability to
initiate and maintain a program of research or creative activity supported by contracts, grants or other
designated funds. Employment as an Associate Research Professor and Research Professor requires evi
dence ofprior orcurrent success as aPrincipal Investigator orCo-Principal Investigator ofresearch grants.
Contract, grant, or other designated funds are expected to cover salaries and costs of benefits for the re

search titled individual, operating expenses, equipment and overhead. Appointees in the research title
series are not eligible for tenure.

An assistant research professor shall be appointed with a one year contract that may be renewed
annually, but not to exceed six years, or if for a lesser period of time, the period of funding from the
contract, grantor other designated funds. An associate research professor or a research professor shall be
appointed with a one year contract that may berenewed annually or, iffor a lesser period oftime, the period
of funding fromthe contract, grant or otherdesignated funds. Allappointees in theresearch titleseries will
have annual, written employment contracts.

Appointees in the research title series are considered to be independent investigators and are under
the supervision of the department head/chair orunithead. Theyareeligible forallthebenefits of thetenure
trackfaculty except tenure and professional improvement leave. The department or unit must assure that
space and facilities are available for conducting research as appropriate for an independent investigator.
Research title series positions arenotto be considered a substitute for post doctoral positions or a means to
extend post doctoral appointment beyond university time limits for post doctoral appointments.

To establish a position inthe research titleseries, the initiating unit shall (1) prepare a proposal demon
strating the need for such a positionand indicate the source(includingany commitment ofAuburn Univer
sity), amount, andtermof funding forthe program of research orcreative activity, (2)prepare ajob descrip
tion and identify any space that is needed for the performance of research; and (3) obtain approvals of the
proposal by the chief administrative officer of the concerned unit, the dean of the college/school, and the
Associate Provost and Vice President for Research. The proposal shall be transmitted to Dean of the

college/school by the department head/chair or unit head with his/her indication of faculty approval for
establishment of the position. The hiring of research faculty will follow normal university hiring proce
dures, except where to do so would be impractical because of the provisions/requirements of the contract,
grant or other designated funds. Joint appointments require the approval of all Deans involved.

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
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Procedures forpromotionin the researchtitle series are the same as those for tenure track faculty as
outlinedin the Aubum UniversityFaculty Handbook(Chapter 3). These procedures include the supply of
information by the candidate and department head/chair or unit head necessary for evaluation by the
department'sfaculty (both tenuretrack and non-tenuretrack), the Dean, and the University Promotionand
Tenure Committee. The information should contain sufficient detail so that the Dean, the departmental
faculty, college/school committee (if appropriate) and the University Promotion and Tenure Committee
can evaluate a candidate in terms of collegiality, potential and achievement. Non-tenure track faculty are
eligible to serve on the University Promotion and Tenure Committee, under the same rules as the tenure

track faculty except that they will not vote on tenure. When the non-tenure track research faculty of a
college composes at least 10% of thetotal tenure trackand non-tenure track research faculty in thatcollege,
then that College Promotion and Tenure Committee shall have a non-tenure track faculty member. The
University Promotion and Tenure Committee shall have one representative from the non-tenure track re
search faculty whenever a non-tenure track research faculty case comes before the committee.

i
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ACADEMIC INTEGRITY
The Academic Integrity Statement: As members of the Clemson University community, we have inherited
Thomas Green Clemson's vision of this institution as a "high seminary of learning." Fundamental to this
vision is a mutual commitment to truthfulness, honor, and responsibility, without which we cannot earn the
trust and respect ofothers. Furthermore, we recognize thatacademic dishonesty detractsfrom the value of
a Clemson degree. Therefore, we shall not tolerate lying, cheating, or stealing in anyform.

I.

Academic Integrity Policy
A. Any breach of the principles outlined in the Academic Integrity Statement is
considered an act of academic dishonesty.

B. Academic dishonesty is further defined as:
1. Giving, receiving, or using unauthorized aid on any academic work;
2. Plagiarism, which includes the copying of language, structure, or ideas of
another and attributing the work to one's own efforts;
3. Attempts to copy, edit, or delete computer files that belong to another
person or use of Computer Center account numbers that belong to another

person without the permission of the file owner, account owner or file
number owner;

C. All academic work submitted for grading contains an implicit pledge and may
contain, at the request of an instructor, an explicit pledge by the student that
no unauthorized aid has been received.

D. It is inherent that faculty members enforce the Academic Integrity Policy.

II.

Academic Integrity Committee
The powerto hear cases of academic dishonesty is vested in an Academic Integrity Committee.
A. Structure

The Academic Integrity Committee is composed of twenty members as follows:

1. Ten tenured members of the faculty; two members from each college.

Faculty members are appointed on a staggered basis by the respective
college deans and serve for a period of two years. Terms commence with
Fall semester registration.

2. Ten members of the undergraduate student body; two from each college.
Student members are nominated by the Student Body President, approved
by the Student Senate, and appointed by the Provost for terms of two
years. Students must have a 3.0 GPR at the time of appointment and must
have completed 30 hours by the end of the Spring semester.
Nominations will be made in the Spring semester with terms of service
commencing with the Fall semester registration.
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3. The Committee is divided into four standing boards, hereafter referred to
as hearing boards, which will hear the cases of academic dishonesty.
Hearing boards convene on a weekly, rotational basis unless there are no
cases to be heard. For summer sessions, the Director of Undergraduate
Academic Services must maintain at least one hearing board to hear cases.

4. Hearing boards are comprised of two faculty members, two students, and
one chairperson. Quorum, for a hearing board, is one student, one faculty
member, and a chairperson.

5. Chairpersons will be elected from within the Committee's membership.
Two chairpersons are selected from the faculty membership and two from
the student membership. Chairpersons will vote only to break a tie.
6. Before hearing any cases, a new member of the Committee must undergo
a training session(s) with the Director of Undergraduate Academic
Services.

7. The Director of Undergraduate Academic Services is the administrative
coordinator of the Academic Integrity Committee.
B. Procedures

1. When, in the opinion of a faculty member, there is evidence that a student
has committed an act of academic dishonesty, the faculty member will
make a formal written charge of academic dishonesty to the Director of
Undergraduate Academic Services. At the same time, the faculty member
may, but is not required to, inform each involved student in private of the
nature of the alleged charge.

2. When, in the opinion of the student, there is evidence that another student
has committed an act of academic dishonesty, the student should contact
the faculty member for the course to discuss the incident. After being
contacted, if, in the opinion of the faculty member, there is evidence that a
student has committed an act of academic dishonesty, the faculty member
will make a formal written charge of academic dishonesty to the Director
of Undergraduate Academic Services. At the same time, the faculty
member may, but is not required to, inform each involved student in
private of the nature of the alleged charge.

When the Director of Undergraduate Academic Services has received a
formal charge of an alleged violation, the Director of Undergraduate
Academic Services will contact the involved student, in private, to notify
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him/her of the charge and at the same time will provide the student with a
copy of the procedures that the Academic Integrity Committee has
adopted, pursuant to No. 5 below.
After informing an involved student, the Director of Undergraduate
Academic Services will convene one of the boards of the Academic

Integrity Committee within 14 days of being notified of an alleged
violation. All students will be presumed innocent of a violation until found
guilty by a hearing board.

5. A charge of academic dishonesty in a course must be made within 14
calendar days of the date printed on the grade report for the semester or
session in which the course is completed. If an / (Incomplete) is given in a
course, the grade in the course is considered to be final when the /
(Incomplete) is removed from the transcript.
6. The Academic Integrity Committee will adopt its procedures, to be
followed by all hearing boards, prior to the first case heard by a hearing
board. In addition to providing the student with a copy of the procedures,
as stated in No. 3 above, the Director of Undergraduate Academic
Services will provide a copy of the procedures to the involved faculty
member and also the hearing board members. The Director of
Undergraduate Academic Services will also retain copies of these

procedures. The procedures must afford both faculty and students the
opportunity to present their cases and the opportunity for rebuttal.

C. Penalties

1. Upon a finding of "Not Guilty "by a hearing board, the student's record
will not reflect the incident.

2. Upon a finding of "Guilty "by a hearing board, the Director of
Undergraduate Academic Services will notify the student and faculty
member of the decision immediately. If the offense is the first for the
student, then the faculty member has the ability to determine the academic

penalty, which shall not exceed a grade of "F" for the course. In this
situation, a recommendation by the board may be made to the faculty

member regarding past precedent set by similar cases, but the faculty
member retains the ultimate determination for the academic penalty.

3. If the finding of guilt is not the student's first offense,the student will
receive a grade of "F" for the course, will be suspended from the
University for one or more semesters and may be permanently dismissed
from the University. The hearing board will determine the period for
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which the student will be suspended, or, if applicable, permanently
dismissed. Suspension or dismissal requires the approval of the President
of the University.

Students do not have the option to appeal a decision of guilt rendered by
the hearing board, whether it is the first, second or any subsequent offense.
Students do not have the option to appeal the penalty determined by the
faculty member for first offenses or to appeal the grade of "F" for the
course given for second offenses.
For offenses resulting in suspension or permanent dismissal, students have
the option to present written information to the President of the University
in their defense to appeal the length of the suspension or to appeal a
decision of permanent dismissal. However, as stated in No. 4 above,
students cannot appeal a decision of guilt rendered by the hearing board.
The Director of Undergraduate Academic Services is responsible for
maintaining all records regarding cases of academic dishonesty and for

notifying the registrar and other appropriate university personnel of all
findings of guilt.

7. All records of academic dishonesty cases are retained by the Director of
Undergraduate Academic Services in accordance with the University's
Records Retention Policy. At a minimum, the Director of Undergraduate
Academic Services will retain the records of academic dishonesty cases

for a period of five years or until the student discontinues enrollment for
two successive regular semesters, whichever is longer.

*r

The Resolution on "Professors in Charge" in the
School of Education:

Report of the Select Committee
Matthew J. Saltzman, Chair *

Shelley W. Fones f

Clinton H. Isbell *

October 31, 1999

1

Background

At the Clemson University Faculty Senate meeting of January 1999, Sena
tor Robert Campbell introduced a resolution regarding the reorganization

of the various departments related to the field of Education at Clemson (see
Appendix A). The disposition of that motion was to appoint a select com
mittee to investigate the background and history of the issues addressed in
the resolution and report back to the Senate. Some logistical problems en
sued regarding arranging committee meetings in the spring and summer, and
in getting information from the office of the Associate Dean. This document
contains the report of the select committee. Please address any questions
or comments to the committee members.

2

Findings

2.1

History

In the spring of 1998, a committee of eight education faculty was formed to
investigate restructuring of the Education Collaborative, the confederation
"mjsaclemson.edu
Tbshelle(2clemson. edu
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of departments in the College of Health, Education, and Human Devel
opment. The committee recommended two alternative organizations: the
status quo ante and a reorganization based on a departmental structure.
In April 1998, Dean Cheatham rejected both proposals and directed
that the reorganization be based on a single department or school with a
number of nondepartmental subunits. The subunits, called "programs" were
to be managed by "Professors in Charge". This direction was apparently
given orally; the Select Committee was unable to obtain a memorandum
or other written directive on this matter from Dean Cheatham.

Further

exchanges occurred between the education faculty and the dean, but the
outcome was that the dean's proposal was adopted. An October 20, 1998,
memo from Associate Dean Parks indicates that the School of Education

had been created effective July 1999.

The ad hoc restructuring committee continued to work on the "imple
mentation of the School of Education." Early in 1999, job descriptions were
created for Director, Associate director, Senior Staff Assistant and Program

Coordinators (the new title for Professors in Charge). Program units also
were identified at that time.

In January 1999, Senator Robert Campbell introduced the "Resolution
on the 'Professor in Charge' Scheme". The Faculty Senate appointed the
select committee, which subsequently began its investigation.
During the course of the select committee's investigation, a new Director
for the School of Education, Linda Gambrell, was appointed. She began
her duties in September 1999. In October 1999, Program Coordinators
were appointed for each of the program units. Some details of the Program
Directors' positions may still remain to be resolved.

2.2

Analysis of Resolution

1. Except for the retitling of "Professors in Charge" to "Program Coor
dinators" , the new organization of the School of Education is substan
tially as described in the first clause of the resolution.
2. The second and third clauses of the resolution accurately describe

properties of the proposed program coordinator positions: compen
sation based on course release time (though not officially limited to
a single course per year) and no budgetary or evaluative authority
beyond an advisory role (see Appendix B).
3. The fourth through sixth clauses of the resolution refer to features
of the school-based organizational structure introduced by President
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Prince during the university reorganization of 1994. Although most
colleges ended up moving away from that structure and back to a
traditional department-based organization, the following points must
be noted:

• It is not self-evident that a school-based organization is inappro
priate under all circumstances.
• As a result of the 1994 university reorganization, the school-based
administrative structure and the position of school director are
sanctioned by the current Faculty Manual. Also, there are very
few requirements or guidelines regarding school-based organiza

tions in the Manual. (See Section 2.3.)
• The program-oriented structure proposed for the new School of
Education has been referred to as the "Penn State model," how
ever, the College of Education at Penn State includes academic
departments as well as degree programs.

2.3

Analysis of Faculty Manual

The role of school directors has not been well-integrated into the Faculty
Manual. When schools are incorporated into the academic organization,

they may include departments as subunits or they may include (unspecified)
nondepartmental subunits. References to school directors sometimes place
them in the role of department head, and sometimes ascribe to them duties
more closely aligned with deans.
While the grouping of core academic units into schools may make or
ganizational sense, the role of the school director requires clarification in
the manual. Particular attention must be paid to the responsibilities of
school directors when the subunits are full-fledged departments, and when
the subunits are nondepartmental.
2.3.1

Present Wording

Following are some particular sections of the Faculty Manual that require
revision to clarify the school director's role.
Pages 8—9 Part II of the manual describes the University's administrative
structure. Sections are devoted to each of the major classes of ad
ministrative titles, except school director. In Section J, however, a

department chair may be "accountable to the school director and/or
dean of the college," and

r

[department chairs serve at the pleasure of their respective
school directors and collegiate deans, who formally evaluate
the performance in office of chairs reporting to them...

This reference clearly recognizes a structure in which the academic
subunits within a school are full-fledged departments, and it gives
school directors in this context full power over department heads.

Pages 11—12 No provision is made for performance review of school direc
tors.

Page 22 No provision is made for school directors to participate in the ap
pointment of faculty, whether or not there are departmental subunits
within a school.

Pages 25-26 In TPR (tenure, promotion, reappointment) decisions and
annual performance evaluations, the school director's role is specifi
cally identified with the department chair's, in cases where there is no
department chair in the chain of supervision. This suggests the intent
that every faculty member reports to some administrator closer to his
or her day-to-day activities than the collegiate dean. However, no pro
vision is made for the role of the school director when school subunits

are in turn full-fledged departments. School directors with full power
over department heads have no say in TPR decisions regarding regular
faculty.

Pages 28—29 No provision is made for PTR (post-tenure review) of school
directors, nor is mention made of a role for school directors in PTR
decisions regarding regular faculty (although presumably they play the
role designated for the department chair in the absence of a department
chair).
Page 31 The school director explicitly serves in the same role in salary
determination as the department chair, in cases where there is no
department chair.

Whether academic subunits within schools are departments or not, the
fair evaluation of faculty members poses a challenge. In the case of depart
mental subunits, the school director is apparently excluded from evaluating

regular faculty. On the other hand, giving the school director such a role
interposes an additional layer of evaluation on faculty. In cases of nondepartmental subunits (as in the present case), the school director may be
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responsible for a large group of faculty and may not have adequate expertise
in a faculty member's field to perform a fair and effective evaluation.
It should be noted here that there are departments at Clemson (Mathe
matical Sciences and English, for example) that are of a size comparable to
the School of Education. Faculty in these departments are all evaluated by
a single department head, although whether the breadth of faculty interests
and activities in such departments is comparable to that of the School of
Education is arguable.
When subunits are full departments, it is clear that budgetary authority
is invested in the department chairs. But in the case of nondepartmental
subunits, it is an open question where budgetary authority resides. In many
respects, the school director is designated to play the role of the department
chair, however, it may again be the case that the school director is too far
removed from the operational responsibilities of the subunits to be able to
make optimal decisions about funding priorities.
These and other issues must be considered carefully when designing the
position of school director.
2.3.2

Potential Alternatives

In order to include coherent language throughout the Faculty Manual, one
or more models of school organization should be formulated, and the ac
tual wording should be derived based on these models. We outline some
possibilities here.

Weak School Director/Departmental Subunits In this model, sev
eral departments with overlapping administrative concerns form a loose con
federation. The school director's primary responsibility is to deal with the
common concerns, but the school director does not impose a new formal
administrative layer. In particular:

• Department heads are appointed by the dean and faculty performance
reviews are conducted by the department chairs and the dean.
• The school director may play a strictly advisory role in these processes.
• The school director may have some budgetary authority, but the au
thority and responsibility for activities controlled at the department
level still resides with the department head.

An example of this structure might be the creation of a School of Engi
neering in the College of Engineering and Sciences. The Engineering School
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director might have responsibility for engineering accreditation, core courses,
and other broad concerns exclusive to engineering.

Strong School Director/Nondepartmental Subunits In this model,
several small, closely-related academic units form a tight organizational unit
with a single budget and a single primary academic mission, but with some
autonomy regarding individual programs. Here, school directors have re
sponsibility and authority comparable to department chairs. In particular:
• They play the same role as department chairs in faculty performance
review.

• They have the same level of budgetary authority and operational re
sponsibilities as department chairs.
• Subunit directors may have delegated budgetary authority, or they
may serve in an advisory capacity.
Faculty performance review is an important issue in this model. Strongdirector schools need to be small enough and the subunits closely-enough re
lated that the school director can serve as a fair evaluator. Subunit directors

should have input in evaluations but cannot be allowed to give independent
formal evaluation, lest they introduce an additional level or review. One
possible arrangement for TPR and PTR is to have subunit directors chair
the respective committees for faculty in their units.
An example of this model might be a School of Architecture within a
larger college. The School might include programs in Design, Construction,
and History of Architecture, that are too small or otherwise do not stand
on their own as full-fledged departments.
Other models are certainly possible, and multiple models can coexist.
The important point is to have the models spelled out in detail and to keep
them in mind when drafting the language of the Manual.

3

Recommendations

The Select Committee makes the following recommendations for action.
1. The committee recommends that the present resolution be withdrawn.
The resolution in its current form places the Senate in an awkward
position: It condemns an organizational structure that is clearly sanc
tioned by the faculty manual, in particular, the notion of schools with
6
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nondepartmental subunits and the strong role of school directors in
such cases. Also, it is not clear that the resolution in its current form
is the best vehicle for accomplishing the goal of making sure that the
issues it raises are addressed in the final phases of the reorganization.
2. As the principal constituent group, the faculty of education must play
the primary role in ensuring that the issues raised in the resolution are
resolved in this particular circumstance. These issues are important
and deserve attention. Of particular concern are:
• Compensation for program coordinators commensurate with the
actual time commitment required;
• Budgetary authority for school directors commensurate with ac
tual administrative responsibilities;
• Fair and equitable performance review processes for faculty.
3. The Faculty Senate can and should support and encourage the educa
tion faculty's efforts in this regard. Possible courses of action at this
time might include a new resolution focused on the issues, and/or a
memorandum from the executive committee to the dean and school

director outlining the Senate's concerns. At this time, the Commit
tee recommends the latter course. An appropriate resolution can be
crafted at a later time, if necessary, once the Faculty Manual language
is addressed and if the details of the School of Education organization
are at variance with the Manual.

4. The language in the Faculty Manual regarding the organization of
schools must be clarified. Once suitable language is in place, pressure
can be brought to make sure that existing and future school structures
conform to the criteria set forth in the Manual.
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Text of the Resolution
A Resolution on the "Professor in Charge" Scheme

12/30/98
Whereas Harold Cheatham, Dean of the College of Health and Human

Development, is planning to abolish the four Education departments and
replace them with a single School of 75 or more faculty managed by a School
Director, under whom 8 "professors in charge" will be responsible for the
various specialized areas within the School;
Whereas the "professor in charge" system places improper burdens on

senior faculty members, who will have to be compelled to assume managerial
duties with no compensation except a one-course teaching reduction;
Whereas all budgetary authority and all authority to evaluate Educa
tion faculty will belong to the School Director;
Whereas the "professor in charge" system reinvents President Philip
Prince's Fall 1994 project of abolishing all academic departments at Clem
son, replacing Department Chairs with powerless, uncompensated "chairs of
faculty," and turning control of the faculty over to School Directors;
Whereas the new School Director of Education position is a retitled

Associate Dean position, and Associate Deans are not normally allowed to
make decisions independently of their Deans;
Whereas concentrating budgetary authority and authority to evalu
ate faculty in the hands of the School Director therefore amounts to direct

management of all Education faculty by the Dean of Health, Education, and
Human Development;
Be it resolved that the Faculty Senate regards the "professor in charge"

system as a poor management model for Clemson University;
Be it further resolved that the Faculty Senate is concerned that the

"professor in charge" system will undermine the integrity of Clemson Uni
versity's procedures for evaluating faculty members, under which faculty
members must first be evaluated by their peers in the department and by
their Department Chairs;
Be it further resolved that the "professor in charge" scheme should
be promptly abandoned;

Be it finally resolved that, if a reorganization of the Education de
partments is deemed necessary, it be done by consolidating or realigning De
partments under the management of Department Chairs who have authority
over budgets and authority to evaluate faculty in their Departments.
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Program Coordinator
School of Education

The Program Coordinator shall bea nine-month faculty position with
appropriate released time during the academic year and summer sessions. He

orshe shall be elected bythe unit faculty for a three-year term andshall serve
at the discretion of the Director.

Duties and responsibilities shall include but not belimited to the
following:

a
b

Serve as the initialpoint ofcontact for inquiries or problems

related to the program from students, faculty, and community
Coordinate student recruitment activities

c

Make recommendations to the Director, withinput from program

d

during the academic year and summer sessions
Make recommendations to the Director, with input from the

e.

faculty, for the scheduling of all program classes and classrooms

faculty, regarding expenditures for travel, supplies, and equipment
Make recommendations to the Director, with input from the
faculty, regarding overload teaching assignments

f.

Coordinate all curriculum changes in the program

g.
h.

Coordinate faculty and staffsearches
Interview and make recommendations to hire graduate teaching

i

Supervise classified staffassigned to the program

j.

assistants

Coordinate required certification and accreditation reports related
to the program

k

1.
m.

Provide a mentor for new faculty in the program

Represent the program at meetings called by the School. College,
or University

Be responsible for any other duties assigned by the Director

SH[

MINUTES
FACULTY SENATE MEETING

DECEMBER 14, 1999

1.
Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 2:47 p. m. by President
Horace D. Skipper.
2.
Approval of Minutes: The Faculty Senate Minutes dated November 9,
1999 were approved as distributed.
3.

"Free Speech": None

4.

Committee Reports
a.

Senate Committees

1)
Welfare Committee - Senator John Leininger, Chair,
stated that this Committee has been focusing on plans for the Retreat held today.
2)
Scholastic Policies Committee - Chair David Allison
submitted the Committee Report dated December 14, 1999 (Attachment A).

3)
Finance Committee - Senator Kinly Sturkie submitted the
Finance Committee Report dated November 9, 1999 (Attachment B). Senator Sturkie
noted that Senator John Bednar will replace him next semester as Chair of the Finance
Committee (changed due to class schedule of Senator Sturkie). Also noted by Senator
Sturkie: the Women's Commission is interested in doing a three-year study related to
data regarding raises and would like to collaborate with the Faculty Senate and that he
has been approached with problems regarding the University's Web page.

4)
Policy Committee - The Policy Committee Report was
submitted by Jim Acton, Chair (Attachment C), who provided a brief explanation.
Senator Acton noted that the issue of the research professor title will be brought forward
to the Senate in January so that the Committee may discuss the issue with President
Barker first. The Final University Committee Structure was shared with the Senate for
information (Attachment D).

5)

Research Committee - Vic Shelburne, Chair, submitted the

Research Committee Report dated November 29, 1999 and briefly explained items
contained therein (Attachment E). Senator Shelburne highlighted information regarding
the definition of Carnegie Foundation Research I and II institutions and will provide
further information to the Senate in January.

5.C.

IW

b.

University Commissions and Committees

(None)

5.
President's Report: President Skipper thanked those who participated in
today's Retreat events and expressed his thanks to Neill Cameron, who assisted with the
acquisition of door prizes, and to Stef Rogers, who helped finance the Retreat. President
Skipper reminded Senators to forward Grievance Board nominations to the Senate Office

by January 3rd.
6.
7.

Old Business (None)
New Business
a.

Senator Allison submitted the Resolution on Summer Enrollment

Limitation for approval and briefly explained it. Vote to approve resolution was taken
and passed unanimously (FS99-12-1 P) (Attachment F).
b.

Senator Bednar submitted the Resolution on the Confederate Battle

Flag for approval by the Senate which was seconded. Discussion followed during which
a friendly amendment was offered to the "Resolved" portion of resolution and was
accepted. Vote was taken individually on the "Whereas" and "Resolved" portions of
resolution and both passed unanimously. Vote was taken on entire amended resolution
and was unanimously passed by the Faculty Senate (FS99-12-2 P) (Attachment G).
c.
Senator Acton explained and moved for approval the Faculty
Constitution amendment regarding expanding the membership to the Faculty Senate
Advisory Committee. Motion was seconded. Vote was taken and passed unanimously.
This item will be presented to the full faculty in May for approval. (Attachment H).
d.
Senator Acton explained, noted amendments, and moved for
approval the amended Faculty Senate Response to the Academic Integrity Document
proposed by the Student Government. Vote was taken and amended endorsement passed
unanimously (Attachment I).

8.
Announcements: President Skipper reminded the Senators of the Class of
'39 Celebration to be held on January 10, 2000 from 6-8:00 p.m. and the BeU Tower
Ceremony to honor Judy Melton, the 1999 Recipient of the Class of '39 Award for
Excellence on January 11, 2000 at 10:00 a.m.
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9.

Adjournment: President Skipper adjour

t 3:27 p.m.
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Cathy Toth Sturkie

Absent: D. Bradshaw, P. Skewes, A. Grubb, C. Voelker, E. Dale, F. Eubanks, L. Bryan
(DuBreuil), J. Brannan, B. Lee, M. Ellison, M. Bridgwood (J. Huffman for), J.
Meriwether, S. Anand, R. Singh, S. Oldaker

Faculty Senate
Scholastic Policy Committee Report

A

12/14/99

Page 1
Committee Members:

David Allison, Chair

Jim Zimmerman [Acting Chair in the Chair's Absence]
Mickey Hall
Peter Skewes

Kelly Smith
Syble Oldaker
Summary: The Scholastic Policy Committee is presently working on the
following issues. They include:
Student evaluations ofteaching
Plus-Minus grading
Grade Inflation

Academic dishonesty policy
Summer school course loads for students on academic probation
Student Evaluations of Teaching: The focus of our work continues to
be on student evaluation of teaching. The committee has been involved
with the following issues and activities since last month.
•

We have been working with Barbara Bergman at DCIT to develop the
summary report sheets. As previously noted, the reports for this fall
will not include comparative data for other courses at the same level.
Currently they can only link data to a faculty number, not to a specific
course. At our request the Provost promptly authorized Institutional
Research to provide data to DCIT that links faculty numbers to
courses. We hope to have comparison data for courses at the same
level in the spring report.

•

After some delay due to the Chair's end ofthe semester workload, Jim
Zimmerman reviewed Barbara Bergman's draft ofthe summary report
so that she can proceed with developing the report for the fall
semester evaluations. The revised draft of the report was reviewed at
our December meeting. As with the evaluation form, we see this
document as a work in progress. The committee hopes to continue
working with DCIT to further refine the format and contents of this
report in the future.

•

The committee is also exploring with Barbara Bergman how we can
add, or link, departmental questions to the summary reports.

Plus-Minus Grading: No significant activity since last month.

Grade Inflation: No significant activity since last month.

M

Faculty Senate
Scholastic Policy Committee Report
12/14/99

Page 2

Policy on Academic Dishonesty: The committee will contact Bob Waller
to have the faculty manual revised regarding language on Academic
Dishonesty as noted below.

•

The official statement on policies and procedures for academic
dishonesty is inthe Undergraduate Announcements. Thepolicies and

procedures are also referred to in the Student Handbook and in the
FacultyManual. Both references are currently incorrect.

The reference in the Faculty Manual to the Student Handbook is incorrect.
The correct reference should be to the Undergraduate Announcements.

Summer School Course Loads: The committee is presenting a resolution

at the December meeting recommending changes to the summer school
course load for student on academic probation.

Julie Pennebaker, who is the Publications Editor, said that if we could get

it passed by the Faculty Senate inDecember we probably could get it in
the 2000 Announcements. If we keep her in the loop as to the type of

wording we want she will work with us up until the end of March if
necessary.

General Information:

,

i/n

The next scheduled meeting of the committee will be on Bccomber 6tk
The meeting will be held at 10:10 AM in 103 LeeHall.
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Faculty Senate Finance Committee Minutes
Tuesday November 23,1999

Present:
Absent:

1.

John Bednar, Antonis, Kinly Sturkie
Mike Bridgwood, Lew Bryan, and Mike Ellison

A formal invitation was issued to Scott Ludlow, Charles Tegen, and Logan
Rice to make a presentation about, and to respond to queries regarding, the
PeopleSoft problems on campus. They have agreed and will be present at the
January 11th Faculty Senate meeting.

2.

Cathy Bell and Debbie Calhoun of the Classified Staff Commission met

with the Finance Committee to discuss the inadequacies of the current
compensation and award programs for these valued employees. A number of
difficulties have contributed to the woefully poor level of remuneration
for classified staff: a lack of full funding for the University; a lack of
training and mentoring programs to help classified staff to be more
upwardly mobile; an unnecessarily complex system for reclassifications
which limits the recognition of the special contributions and shifting
responsibilities of individual staff; and "kingdom building" in which
administrative units don't appropriately use positions. Other issues that
affect these staff directly include: a lack of appropriate orientation
programs for new employees, a lack of formal recognition for outstanding
staff members (these have been discussed, but thus far, not implemented);
and, in some cases, the disrespectful treatment of staff by faculty.
Given the critical contributions that classified staff make to the

University, it seems appropriate that the Faculty Senate be at least
cognizant of these issues. As President of the Commission, Ms. Bell agreed
to solicit from the Advisory Committee of that group five specific
recommendations regarding how the Senate could help facilitate the efforts
to attend to these problems. Ms. Bell also expressed a willingness to meet
with the Senate, if the Senate so desires.

3.

The next meeting of the Committee has tentatively been set for Tuesday,
January 25th, at 2:30. Because of a change in the Committee chair, the
location has not yet been set. That information is forthcoming.

Respectfully submitted,

Kinly Sturkie, Chair
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Faculty Senate Policy Committee Report

ForDecember 14,1999Faculty Senate Meeting

The Policy Committee met on Tuesday, November 16,1999.

"Research Titled Positions". The committee reviewed a draft copy ofthe proposed "Research

Scientist, Engineer or Scholar" policy memo. Dr. Vic Shelburne ofthe Research Committee
presented their committee's conclusions. Considerable discussion ofthe proposed policy

included: issues ofthe effect onFTE ofvarious schools; effects of applying resources to non

tenure track personnel; existing lack oftenure-track faculty, and the further effect ofadding
more non-tenure track personnel; contributions that could occur from these positions with

graduate student committees/research; erosion ofthe meaning ofthe title, "professors should
profess " i.e. -teach; issues related to current Extension titles.
After discussion, it was recommended that the policy be presented by the Committee to the
Senateas a whole with changes a few changes.

Advisory Committee of Faculty Senate.[Faculty Constitution -Faculty Manual Item]

Changes in Faculty Manual related to the committee membership, the Immediate Past President
ofthe Faculty Senate and the Faculty Representative to the Board ofTrustees were
recommended at the October 21 Policy Committee meeting. AProposal ofthe changes to the

Faculty Constitution were approved by the Policy Committee for presentation at the December
FacultySenate meeting.

University Committee Structure Modifications. Further reviews and modifications for
University committees were discussed and changes recommended in Library Advisory
Committee, Computer Advisory committee, Scholarship and Awards Committee, Research
Council (organizational), Calhoun Honors College, Academic Honesty Committee. Cathy or
the Chair will forward results to Dr. Bob Waller for inclusion in the draft copy for the next

Policy Committee review before sharing with the Faculty Senate for preliminary review.

Professor's in Charge (PIC). It was noted that aCollege will be totally "PIC'd" soon.

Questions were raised as to the validity ofsuch an administrative structure, how it happened,

whether it was voted on by their faculty. The Dean will be asked to show minutes ofhow the
administrative change wasapproved.

The Policy Committee met on Thursday, December 2,1999.

Further University Committee Structure Work. Discussions continued on changes for
inclusion in the University Committee Structure section in the faculty manual. Further review of

the Scholarships and Awards, Computer Advisory, Library Advisory, Research Council were
discussed. Dr. Waller was asked to complete changes on the draft copy, forward to theCtex

who will forward them to the Committee for review and approval by Email ^^ble. (See for
"preliminary information only" the Committee's work on the December 7th M Overhaul
ofUniversity Committee Structure"). Faculty Senators: Please send input to the Policy
Committee after reviewing.

Status of"Research Titled Positions" Area. The committee reviewed the status ofthe

proposed motion ofthe Policy Committee to the Faculty Senate with "friendly amendment"
proposal by the Research Committee at the Senate meeting. Subsequently, the Policy and

Research Committees decided to hold the proposal until achance for review by the university
administration could occur in January 2000

Academic Integrity Committee's Faculty Membership. It was recommended that the
librarian be taken offthe proposed composition ofthe Panel in order to keep the numbers of
faculty and students in balance. There was ageneral agreement that this was okay. [That
message was conveyed to Vice President Switzer in aphone call.]

Professors in Charge (PIC). Discussion ofaPolicy Committee recommendation regarding the

previous Faculty Senate resolution on PIC is on hold while waiting further information finding
discussed at the previous Policy Committee meeting.

TPR/PTR Timing. Was not discussed, but will be place on agenda in upcoming meetings.
Instructor &Lecturer Descriptions. Reference is p.17 &18 in Faculty Manual. Discussed

various approaches for the need to provide apathway for advancement ofInstructors and/or
Lecturers who provide avalued service to Departments and the University.

Discussion related to the positions such as Senior Instructor and Senior Lecturer or

other terminology. (Pro -need them, valuable to the teaching function, University has

obligation to long time employee; Con -need more tenure-track faculty). Will take
discussion back to Executive/Advisory committee.

The committee is developing language that would involve "after five years" and require
review and recommendations ofDepartmental Tenure, Promotion and Reappointment
Committee(s) and administrative review and approval.

The Policy Committee Chair is to review Instructor and Lecturer type portions from
other Universities to see how they describe the appointment and position criteria.

The next Policy Committee meeting will be scheduledfor some period in January, 2000.

Note: This report is provided with the assistance ofAlternate Faculty Senator Galyean who attends
PolicyCommittee meetings.
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To:
From:
Re:

December

1999

Faculty Senate President Horace D. Skipper .
Policy Committee Chair James C. Acton

$

Final Overhaul of University Committee Structure

For two years the subject of a streamlined University
committee structure has been the subject of attention by the
Academic Council, the full Senate for information, then to
an ad hoc committee to iron out the details, and now to the

Policy Committee for further refinement before submission to
the full Senate for final approval.
************************************************************

As a point of departure it may prove helpful to have a
list of those committees which would be discontinued under

this proposal.

They are (page numbers refer to August 1999

version of the Faculty Manual):

aa.
bb.
cc.

External Educational Programs Committee, pp. 45-46
Academic Ceremony Committee, pp. 46-47
Facilities Planning Committee, pp. 49-50

dd.

Committee on Access and Accommodations for

ee.
ff.

Individuals with Disabilities, p. 50
Group Insurance Committee, p. 51
Strategic Planning Committee, p. 51

gg.
hh.
ii.
jj.
kk.

Alumni Distinguished Professors Committee, p. 52
Faculty Development Committee, p. 53
Faculty Salaries & Fringe Benefits Committee, p.53
Financial Aid Committee, p. 54
Safety and Fire Prevention Committee, p. 56

************************************************************

Part VI. of the August 1999 Faculty Manual deals with
"Faculty Participation in University Governance" (pages

43-66). After a "General Statement" (pages 43-44), there is
a description of the charge and membership of the Academic
Council (page 44).

Currently, the committee composition is outlined as
follows: first, the ten committees reporting to the Academic
Council (pages 44-47). Next there is a section dealing with
each of the ten bodies reporting to the President (pages

47-52), the eleven reporting to the Provost (pages 52-55),
the five reporting to the Chief Research Officer (pages
55-56), the nine reporting to the Vice President for Student

Affairs (pages 56-58), and the three reporting to the Chief
Financial Officer (pages 58-1
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Under the following proposal there would only be two

Councils reporting to the Academic Council, -a Council on
Undergraduate Studies with seven subcommittees and a Council
on Graduate Studies with five subcommittees. In the revised
structure there would be only six bodies reporting to the
President, now only four for the Provost, and one Research
Council with five subcomittees reporting to the Chief Re
search Officer. The committee structure for the Vice Presi
dent for Student Affairs would be changed with the deletion
of one committee and revision of another. The committees

reporting to the Chief Financial Officer would remain the
same.

Editorial comments appear in brackets { } so that the
section of the Manual can be easily located, implementa
tion details described, and the impact of committee dele

tions/combinations understood. New language is underscored.

************************************************************

1.

Academic Council.

(page 44}

(The charge and

membership of the Academic Council is unchanged; however
the structure of reporting would be changed with only two
Councils and their appropriate subcommittee chairs report
ing to the Academic Council. See below.}
2.

Council on Undergraduate Studies

{NEW}

This Council will consist of all the faculty members,

students, and administrator^ from each subcommittee listed
below
The Senior Vice Prnvnst. and Dean of Undergraduate
studies win be a non-voting member serving as chairperson.—
The Senior Vice Provost will convene the Council each fall.
All terms begin August 15 of the academic year. In the
instance of a resignation fr-om a subcommittee, the dean or
that college appoints a rppianftisnt who serves until the
next election for seating on August 15.

Jurisdiction:

The Council on Undergraduate Studies

will recommend to the Academic Council all policy matters
which originate with it. fr-om fcfag colleges, the Faculty
Senate, the Student Senatp, or from the various committees
that report to it.
The subcommittees that report to it are:

a. Academic Advising Committee {NEW} is to examine
undergraduate advising, to provide the Provost with periodic

updates, and to make recommendations pertaining to advising.
Membership consists of the following:

(Voting) Two

faculty members elected from each college for a two-year

term on a staggered basis, two at-larae appointments made by
the Provost, and two undergraduate students appointed by the
President of the Student Senate. As an ex officio, non
voting, liaison member is the Director of Undergraduate
Academic Services. The chair is elected by the membership.

1
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b-

Undergraduate Curriculum Committee is comprised of

the Senior Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Studies or
some other member of the Provost's staff who serves as non
voting chairperson. Each college has two voting members.
one of whom is chair of the collegiate curriculum committee.
and the collegiate committee elects the second.

The com

mittee's jurisdiction is set forth in the Faculty Constitu
tion, {p.66} The term of office is for three years in ro
tation. Non-voting members in addition to the chair in
clude one elected Library faculty, one undergraduate student
appointed by the Student Body President-, the Registrar, the
Calhoun Honors College Director, and other members of the
Senior Vice Provost's staff as needed.

c.

Admissions Committee

{pp. 44-45, formerly com

bined with Continuing Enrollment} formulates and recommends
undergraduate admissions policies to the Council on Under

graduate Studies.

It also serves as the appeals committee

for undergraduate admissions.

Membership consists of five faculty members serving
three-vear terms elected one from each college, the Chair of
the Faculty Senate Scholastic Policies Committee for

designee). and the chair of the Student Senate Academic
Affairs Committee. Non-voting members are the Director of
Undergraduate Admissions fChair). the Director of Under

graduate Academic Services, and the Director of Housing.

d. Continuing Enrollment Committee
combined with Admissions}

{pp.44-45, formerly

formulates and recommends

undergraduate continuing enrollment appeals policies to the
Council on Undergraduate Studies. It is responsible for
recommending policies relating to advising and retention.
It also serves as the appeals committee for undergraduate
continuing enrollment appeals.

Membership consists of five faculty serving three-vear
terms elected one from each college, the Chair of the Facul
ty Senate Scholastic Policy Committee or designee, the stu
dent chair of the Minority Council, and an undergraduate

student appointed by the Student Body President. The non
voting Director of Undergraduate Academic Services is the
chair.

e. Calhoun Honors College Committee {p. 46}
formulates and recommends policies and procedures for
Calhoun Honors College to the Council on Undergraduate

Studies.

The faculty members on the committee serve as the

curriculum committee for the Honors Program.

Membership consists of five faculty members serving
three-vear terms elected one from each college, one member

elected from the Library, the chair of the Faculty Senate
Scholastic Policies Committee (or designee) . an honors
student appointed by the Honors College Director, and one
undergraduate student member of the Student Senate Academic

Affairs Committee appointed by the Student Senate President.
Non-voting members are the Director of Calhoun Honors
College (Chair) and one representative from the Office of
Admissions and Registration.

8
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f. Scholarships and Awards Committee {p. 46} formulates
and recommends policies relating to scholarships and awards
to the Council on Undergraduate Studies.

It reviews the

selection of recipients for University and collegiate under
graduate scholarships and awards, and it hears appeals on
scholarships and grants-in-aid.

Membership consists of six faculty members serving
three-vear terms elected one from each college and the

Library; the Chair of the Faculty Senate Scholastic Policies
Committee for designee); and one undergraduate student
appointed by the Student Body President. Non-voting: the

Director of Financial Aid fChair), the Director of Calhoun
Honors College, the Dean of Student T.ife, the Director of
Admissions, and the Registrar.

9- Academic Integrity Committee. {p. 54, formerly
Undergraduate Academic Grievances Committee} hears appeals
concerning undergraduate student academic dishonesty and
academic grievances brought by undergraduate students

against faculty or administrators.

In all unresolved cases

the committee makes its recommendation

through the Provost

to the President. The procedures and penalties are set
forth in the current Undergraduate Announcements.
Membership of the committee consists of ten tenured

faculty members ftwo from each college) elected on a
staggered term basis by the respective colleges to serve for
a period of two years. Thev are joined by ten undergraduate
students ftwo from each college). The Director of Under
graduate Academic Services is the administrative coor

dinator.

The terms of appointment begin with each Fall

registration.
************************************************************

3> Council on Graduate Studies

{NEW}

This Council will consist of all the faculty members,
students, and administrators from each subcommittee listed

below.

The Dean of the Graduate School will be a non-voting

member. The Graduate Dean will convene the Council each
Fall; the Council will elect its chair from amongst the
entire membership.
In the instance of a resignation, the
dean of the college appoints a replacement who serves until
the next election for seating on August 15.

Jurisdiction:

The Council provides oversight for

policy and procedural implementation relating to graduate
education by: receiving, stimulating, and originating pro
posals for the development of graduate education; review
ing, considering, and disseminating recommendations from its
constituent committees: and approving and forwarding to the

Academic Council those recommendations requiring specfic
action.

The subcommittees will consist of the following:

1
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a. Graduate Curriculum Committee, {p. 65} This com
mittee shall be composed of the Dean of the Graduate School
as non-voting Chairperson, plus two representatives of the
graduate curriculum committees of the several colleges, one
of whom will be the chair of the college committee and the
other elected by the college committee. Should a college
have a single curriculum committee, the college committee
will elect two representatives to the University Graduate

Curriculum Commi ttee. {from the Faculty Constitution, p. 65}
b. Graduate Admissions and Continuing Enrollment Ap
peals Committee. {p.45} This committee deals primarily
with graduate admissions and continuing enrollment appeals.
Its recommendations on policy and reports on general
statistics are submitted to the Academic Council.

Membership consists of the following: (Voting) One
faculty representative from each college elected by the
collegiate faculty for three-year terms.
(Non-Voting)
Associate Dean of the Graduate School (Chair).
c.

Graduate Fellowship and Awards Committee.

{p. 47}

This committee formulates and recommends policies and pro
cedures relating to graduate fellowships and awards. It
oversees selection of the recipients for University-wide
fellowships and the campus competition from departmental
nominations for Outstanding Graduate Teaching Assistants as
well as future award recognitions for graduate students.
Membership consists of one faculty representative from
each college elected by the collegiate faculty for threeyear terms. The Director of Financial Aid or designee shall
be a non-voting member of this committee.

An assistant or

associate dean of the Graduate School will serve in a

non-voting capacity as chair of the committee.
d.

Graduate Advisory Committee.

{p. 54}

This com

mittee independently studies and reviews policy on non-curricular graduate student academic matters and on those

issues affecting the general welfare of graduate students.
Membership consists of the following:
one faculty
member from each college elected by the collegiate faculty
for three-year terms and two graduate students appointed by
the President of Graduate Student Government.

The non

voting chair is the Dean of the Graduate School.
e.

Graduate Student Academic Grievances Committee.

{pp. 54-55}

This committee hears all grievances involving

the following:

fa) grievances of a personal nature involving

an individual student and a faculty member; fb) the claim by
a student that the final grade in a course was ineguitably
awarded; (c) cases where the grievance involves graduate
student employment; and fd) graduate student academic dis

honesty.
In cases involving academic dishonesty, the Policy
on Academic Misconduct shall be applied. {Page 35 of GRAD
UATE SCHOOL ANNOUNCEMENTS}

In all unresolved cases,

the

committee makes its recommendations to the President through
the Provost.
All proceedings of the committee are
confidential.
Details as to definitions and procedures may
be found in Graduate

School Announcements.
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Membership of this committee consists of the following:
five faculty members involved in graduate education (one
from each college elected by the collegiate faculty for

three-year terms) and two graduate students appointed by the
President of Graduate Student Government; also one repre

sentative of the Graduate School serving in a non-voting,

advisory role. Each year the chair is elected from among
the continuing faculty members. The terms of appointment
begin with each Fall registration.
************************************************************

D.

Councils, Commissions, and Committees Reporting to

the President

1.

49,

{pp.

47-52}

Athletic Council.

{pages 47-49,

NO CHANGE}

2.
President's Commission on the Status of Women {page
NO CHANGE}

3. Honorary Degree and Naming Committee, {pages 51 and
49 respectively, combines two former committees}
This committee consists of the Vice President for

Academic Affairs and Provost, who serves as chair; the Pres
ident of the Faculty Senate, who serves as secretary; the
most recent past president of the Faculty Senate currently

in the employ of Clemson University; the most senior (in
years of service) Alumni Distinguished Professor; and the
most senior (in years of service) holder of an Endowed

Chair/Titled Professorship.
When functioning to select
candidates for an honorary degree, the Chair of the Insti
tutional Advancement Committee of the Board of Trustees and
the Chair of the Board of Trustees will be added.

When the committee functions to name candidates for an

honorary degree, it evaluates a candidate's credentials and
submits a recommendation for the awarding of an honorary
degree to the President of the University.
The President
will forward a recommendation to the Board of Trustees for

approval.

When serving as a naming committee, this body

recommends appropriate names for University lands and fa
cilities to the University President for approval by the
Board

of

Trustees.

4.

The President's Cabinet.

5.

Classified Staff Commission,

6.

President's Commission on the Status of Black

Faculty and Staff.

{p.

52,

{p. 51, NO CHANGE}

{pp.

51-52, NO CHANGE}

NO CHANGE}

************************************************************

E.

Committees Reporting to the Vice President for

Academic Affairs and Provost

II

{pp. 52-55}
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-1. Computer Advisory Committee.
{p. 52} This com
mittee reviews and advises on policies for the Division of

Computing and Information Technology. Voting membership
consists of one faculty member serving a three-year term
elected from each of the colleges and the Library; a repre
sentative from the Faculty Senate elected annually; and a
graduate student appointed by the President of Graduate Stu
dent Government.
Non-voting membership includes the Vice
Provost for Computing and Information Technology (chair) and
a staff member from each of the following offices:

Student

Affairs. Development, and Finance.

2. Libraries Advisory Committee.
{p. 53} This
committee reviews and advises on policies for the Univer
sity Libraries.
Membership consists of the Dean of
Libraries (chair, non-voting); one faculty representative
serving a three-year term elected from each college and the
Library; a representative of the Faculty Senate elected
annually; an undergraduate student appointed by the

President of the Student Senate; and a graduate student
appointed by the President of Graduate Student Government.

3. University Assessment Committee, {p. 53, no change
EXCEPT to drop "Institutional" twice in paragraph two so it
reads "...different areas of Administration and Advancement

appointed by the Vice President for Administration and Ad
vancement" and then ADD immediately thereafter "one repre
sentative appointed by the Dean of Undergraduate Studies.
...."
{This addition was approved by then Provost Charles
Jennett on February 22, 1995, but it never made its way into
the document.}

4.
Innovation Fund Awards Committee.
{p. 54, no
change EXCEPT that "Chair of the Strategic Planning Commit
tee" drops off the membership since that committee has been
disbanded.}
************************************************************

F. Committees Reporting to the Chief Research Officer
{pp. 55-56, formerly reporting to the Vice President for
Public Service and Agriculture}

1. Research Council.
{p. 47, formerly the Universi
ty Graduate Council} The Research Council provides the
needed advisement and representation on issues impacting the
University's research efforts.
The Research Council will
provide the Chief Research Officer direct faculty input on
future policy and procedural matters to enhance the quality
of scholarly endeavors and the growth of research programs
under his/her direction.

The Research Council will be

expected to transcend unit and college lines, to promote
shared values, and to present a cohesive point of view to
the Chief Research Officer.

ia
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The Council membership will consist of the following:

one faculty member elected from each collegiate faculty and
the Library for a three-year term; one faculty member ap

pointed from each college fry the Chief Research Officer in
nrmsiil-tation with the collegiate dean; the current Chair of

the Faculty Senate Reseach Committee for designee); and the
chairs of each of the subcommittees.

The Chief Research Officer shall convene the membership

for the purpose of electing a Chair.

The Council will meet

at least three times each academic year. A special meeting
can be called by the Chair, by the Chief Research Officer,

or by request of a third of the Council members in order to
manage the Council's business.

This Council is assisted by the following subcommittees
whose chair reports through it:
a.

Animal Research Committee.

{p. 55, no changes

EXCEPT that "Committee appointments are made for three-year

terms by the Chief Research Officer" - not the VP for Public
Service and Agr. or for indefinite terms.}

b.

Institutional Biosafety Committee.

{p. 55}

This

committee consists of the Associate Vice President for Re

search Compliance; two faculty members from disciplines
relevant to recombinant DNA technolgy; two faculty members
from disciplines relevant to chemical hazards and biohazards; two residents of the local community, not employees

of the University; and one nondoctural laboratory techni
cian. All members and chair are appointed by the Chief
Research Officer to serve three-vear terms."
{The remainder
of the paragraph is unchanged.}
{p. 55, formerly called
c. Human Subjects Committee.
the Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects; no

changes EXCEPT that "All members are appointed by the Chief
Research Officer to serve three-year terms."}

d.

Intellectual Property Committee.

{pp. 55-56}

This

committee consists of a chair appointed by the Chief Re
search Officer; the Senior Contract Advisor; the General

Counsel (secretary); a representative from Administration
and Advancement; an associate dean from each college; one

graduate student representing the Graduate Student Associa
tion, for a one-year term; one undergraduate student nom
inated by the Dean of Student Affairs for a one-year term; a

faculty representative elected from each college; and the

person from Cooper Library identified as Patent Coordinator
serving in an ex officio, non-voting capacity. {DELETED is
the sentence that "All appointments are made by the Chief
Research Officer, upon recommendation from the academic

deans, where appropriate.} This committee recommends in
tellectual property policy to the Chief Research Officer;
approves or disapproves patent and other intellectual
property proposals submitted in accordance with patent
policies of the University; and makes recommendations to the
Chief Research Officer.
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e.

Research Grants Committee.

versity Research Grant Committee}

{p. 56, formerly Uni

CHANGE to the opening

sentence:
"This committee consists of two faculty repre
sentatives elected for three-year terms by the faculty of
each college plus one member elected for a three-year term

from the Library.

{The rest remains the same.}

***********************************************************

G.

Organizations Reporting to the Vice President for

Student Affairs

1.

{pp. 56-58}

Safety and Fire Prevention Committee {p. 56).

The

recommendation from Student Affairs is to DISCONTINUE.

7.

University Union Advisory Council {formerly

University Union Board, pp. 57-58}.

The purpose of the Union Advisory Council is to broaden
student and University community representation and input on
all matters relating to all aspects of the Union's opera
tions, programs, and services. It is through this broadened
representation and sharing of ideas the Union hopes to
better serve and meet the social. cultural. recreational,

and personal development needs of the campus community.

The

Council will meet at least one time each semester or as

called by the Chair of the Council.

The membership of the Council consists of the following
as continuing but non-voting members: Director of University
Union and Student Activities. Director of Student Activities

and Organizations, and Director Union Programs and Major
Events; as continuing and voting members: Chief Facilities
Officer. Director CU Office of Multicultural Affairs. UPAC

President, and Tiger Paw Productions Chair; as voting mem
bers elected for two-year terms: the CUPD Representative.
Classified Staff Representative, and Faculty Senate Repre
sentative; as voting members elected for one-year terms:
IFC/Panhellenic/NPHC (alternating). RHA Representative. SGA

Representative/Vice President Student Body. Graduate Student
Government Representative, Central Spirit Representative,
and International Student Representative; as voting members

appointed for one-year terms: a Student Employee of Univer
sity Union (appointed by Director of Union Programs and

Major Events) and a Media Representative fappointed by the
chair of the Media Advisory Board).

The Chair of the

Council will be elected from the voting membership by the
voting membership.
************************************************************
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H.

Committees, Boards, and Units Reporting to the

Chief Financial Officer

{pp.

58-59}

1.

Accident Review Board.

{pp.

58-59, NO CHANGE}

2.

Bookstore Advisory Committee.

{p. 59} CHANGE to

"...two faculty representatives elected from each college
and one elected from the Library; and annually from each of
the following: a representative of the Faculty Senate;...."
3.

Vending Machine Committee.

4.

Office of Human Resources

{p. 59, NO CHANGE}
{p.

59}

************************************************************

I.

Other University Organizations

{p. 59}

1.

Organization of Academic Department Chairs

{p. 59,

NO CHANGE}

2.

Ad Hoc Committee Philosophy.

{NEW}

Ad Hoc Commit

tees may be convened by appropriate University officials or
organizations to carry out a SPECIFIC charge. Ad Hoc Com
mittees MUST have a definite date by which time their work
is to be completed and the committee disbanded. Ad Hoc Com
mittees will normally consist of three to five members,
never to exceed seven members.

When a committee exceeds

five members, representation must include the five colleges
and the library.

c.c:

President James F.

Barker

Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H.
Editorial Consultant Robert A.
ad hoc Committee Members

Waller

Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

IS

Rogers

E

Faculty Senate Research Committee 1999-2000
Report #4, November 29,1999

Committee members in attendance: V. Shelburne - chair, S, Anand, J. Brannan, B. Lee, E. Richardson, R
Singh, C. Voelker.

1. Shelburne reviewed the latest copy of the proposed policy change for the"research professor" titles. A
few suggestions were made for strengthening the rationale. These changes are incorporated on the
attached version which will be sent to Jim Acton (Policy Chair) and included on the agenda for the
next Faculty Senate meeting on December 14. Because the Policy Committee did not accept our
changes, we will offer our version as an amendment for the full Senate to vote on. The amendment

will require a simple majority voteand the amended motion will require a 2/3rds majority to pass. The
committee was united in its decision to pursue this route.

2. Shelburne reviewed the definitions of Carnegie Foundation Research I and II universities as theyare
presently definedand how the Carnegie Foundation plans to change thesedefinitions next year. These
attached handouts will be presented to the Faculty Senate at its next meeting since there was some
confusion about the definition of a Research I University at the last meeting. The present definition
requires $40 million in annual federal funding and at least 50 doctoral degrees presented. Clemson is
presently a Research II since we do not generate enough in federal funding. A pie chart showing
Clemson's relative ranking in research dollars as compared to its peers was also reviewed-see attached.
The new definitions have eliminated the money requirement and changed the definition to at least 50
doctorates awarded in at least 15 fields. Likewise the name will be changed to Doctoral/Research I
and Clemson will attain this new status.

The reasons for the new definitions are outlined in the

Carnegie information attached.

3. Shelburne reported that a member of the AAH College had contacted him about possible inequitable
allotments of awards by the University Research Grant Committee to faculty in AAH over the past 5
years. Specifically, faculty in AAH had an award rate of only 16.7% (awards made/proposals
submitted) over the past five years while the other four colleges enjoyed award rates between 30 and
63 percent In the most recent year, the AAH rate was 25 percent, which was an improvement. The
committee recommended that the Chair of this committee check with the Chair of the Research Grant

Committee and discuss the situation (Shelburne has subsequently met with Dr. Hap Wheeler who was
kept informed of the inquiry by the original member in AAH. Wheeler reports that he is aware of the
situation and is planning a change in review procedures so that the College representatives on the
committee first review proposals along with a third non-committee College member. The final
proposals would then come to the committee and a fairer allocation method would be agreed upon
based on the number of approved proposals in each college.)

4.

Shelburne reported that he hopes to discuss the problems reported in Office for Protection from
Research Risks (OPRR) with all the necessary personnel before the next Faculty Senate meeting (see
October meeting minutes for details).

A

RESOLUTION ON SUMMER ENROLLMENT LIMITATION

FS99-12-1 P

Whereas, The Faculty Senate believes a summer load of ten (10) credits for a
student on probation is not academically sound;

Resolved, That the Faculty Senate recommend an amendment to the
Undergraduate Announcements so that the last sentence in the paragraph quoted above
read, "Enrollment in summer is limited to ten (10) credits each term and is limited to

seven (7) credits each term for those on probation."

Passed Unanimously by the
Faculty Senate on December 14,1999

<3b

A RESOLUTION ON THE CONFEDERATE BATTLE FLAG

FS99-12-2 P

Whereas, The presence of the Confederate Battle Flag atop the State House has become
a divisive issue to the populace of South Carolina and is offensive to many;

Resolved, That the Faculty Senate of Clemson University strongly urges the General
Assembly to remove the Confederate Battle Flag from atop the State Capitol and/or any other
State building.

Unanimously approved by the Faculty Senate
on December 14, 1999.

Jl

H

CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

15 December 1999

To: Academic Vice President and Provost SteffenJL^Rogers

From: Faculty Senate President Horace D. Skipper'
Re: Amendment to Faculty Constitution from the Faculty Senate

As the academic issues addressed by the Faculty Senate become more complex,

there is aneed for greater consultation and continuity within the Senate's leadership.

This may be accomplished, in part, by utilizing to fuller advantage the talents of the

Immediate Past President ofthe Faculty Senate and the Faculty Representative to the

Board of Trustees. Specifically, their services could be enlisted as participants in the
Senate's Executive/Advisory Committee.

By the required majority vote (actually unanimous), the Faculty Senate rec
ommends that the needed changes can be effected by modifications in the "Faculty
Constitution" (pp. 60-66 of the August 1999 Faculty Manual) by recasting the descnption
of the Advisory Committee on page 64 as follows (new language underscored):
"The Advisory Committee shall be composed of the officers of the Faculty
Senate a Senator from the Library, two members from each college elected by

the delegation of that college prior to the April meeting, and also the Immediate
Past President ofthe Faculty Senate and the Faculty Representative to the Board
of Trustees (both ofwhom shall serve in a non-voting capacity and be excluded

from serving on grievance hearings). The President..." [The remainder of the
paragraph would be unchanged.]

This change has been approved by amajority ofthe full Senate. Now you must

submit the proposed change to the University Faculty at the regular meeting next May
where atwo-thirds majority must vote for approval. Any amendment must then be

approved by the Board of Trustees before becoming effective. (See Article V. on
Amendment, p. 66).

c c • Policy Committee Chair James C. Acton

Immediate Past President of the Faculty Senate and Faculty Representative to the
Board of Trustees Patricia T. Smart

Editorial Consultant Robert A. Waller

Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie

FACULTY

SENATE

R. M. Cooper Library Box 345104 Clemson, SC 29634-5104
864.656.2456
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CLEMSON
UNIVERSITY

15 December 1999

To: Academic Vice President and Provost Steffen H. Rogers

From: Faculty Senate President Horace D. Skipper "
Re: Response to Academic Integrity Document

Following consideration by the Faculty Senate at its meeting on
December 14th, it is recommended that the the "Academic lntegrity,,

document presented it by the Student Government be endorsed EXCEPT for
aslight modification to the faculty selection recommended as part of the
structure.

The Senate recommends that Section II. A. 1. concerning "Structure"
be modified so that it would read as follows [new language underscored]:
"The Academic Integrity Committee is composed oftwenty
members as follows:

1. Ten tenured faculty members, two from each college as elected

by their respective collegiate faculties. College faculty members will

he elected for a staggered term basis, serving for a period oftwo years
after initiation of staggered terms and serve for a period of two years.
Terms will commence with Fall Semester registration."

Apart from this modification, the Senate accepts the recommendation from
the Student Government and recommends that the whole as amended be

approved. This change will be reflected in the restructuring of committees
proposal to be acted upon by the Senate in January of 2000.
c.c: Policy Committee Chair James C. Acton
Scholastic Policy Committee Chair David Allison

Director of Undergraduate Academic Services George E. Carter, Jr.

Editorial Consultant Robert A. Waller

Mesdames Brenda J. Smith and Cathy T. Sturkie
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